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A   JLIVIO 


INTRODUCTION. 


The  object  of  the  following  pages  is  to  state  and  vindicate 
the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  as  denned  by  the  Sacred 
Council  of  the  Vatican.  Since  the  time  of  its  definition,  this 
doctrine  has  engaged  the  attention  of  the  religious  world,  and, 
we  may  add,  of  the  secular  and  irreligious  world  also.  On  the 
platform  and  in  the  pulpit,  in  public  speeches  and  private  con 
versations,  it  lias  been  discussed,  or  rather  denounced,  by  Non- 
Catholics  with  a  zeal  commensurate  with  their  ignorance  of 
the  subject ;  whilst  the  quarterly  review,  the  monthly  magazine, 
the  weekly  and  the  daily  press  have  showered  article  upon 
article  against  it  on  the  public.  Falsehood  and  misrepresenta 
tion,  the  result  (let  us  charitably  hope)  of  ignorance  rather  than 
malevolence,  have  been  unsparingly  employed  to  obscure  this 
doctrine,  to  cover  it  with  ridicule  and  contempt,  and  through  it 
to  assail  the  Catholic  Church  for  endeavoring  to  foist  upon  the 
world,  in  this  nineteenth  century,  a  religious  novelty  until  now 
unheard  of,  and  against  which  the  reason  and  common  sense  of 
mankind  rebel.  These  gentlemen  of  the  press  have  not,  of 
course,  the  slightest  doubt  of  their  own  infallibility  when 
.flnndgn-minff  fll?  infallibility  of  the  Pope,  and  would  put  dmvn 
asabigoted  and  benighted  ultramontane  any  person  who  would 
have  Jjie_  audacj^  tojquestion  their  inerrancy.  Protestant 
statesmen  have  even  used  this  doctrine  as  a  pretext  for  inau 
gurating  against  their  Catholic  fellow-countrymen  a  lawless  and 
wicked  persecution,  which  seeks  to  fetter  Jjie_IIliiiaiaan~-€Qn- 
science  and  to  bind  the  immorta_l  soul  in  chains  of  slavery. 

tTnoterTHese"  circumstances  it  becomes  the  duty  of  a  loyal 
Catholic  to  dissipate,  by  the  light  of  truth,  the  clouds  and  mists 
that  have  been  raised  to  obscure  the  doctrine  ofPapal  Infalli- 
.bility,  a  doctrine  which  has  its  place -amid  the  constellation. of 
divine  verities  that  glitter  inthefimiajg.ent  of  the  Church^  and 
to  point  olir£lie_irre^agg,ble  anr>  ^muMivVproofs'that  vindicate 
it  as  a  revealed  truth. 


But  before  entering  on  the  consideration  of  this  doctrine,  it 
will  be  useful  to  make  some  preliminary  remarks  on  the  subject 
of  definitions  of  faith.     A  definition  of  faith  is  not  the  creation 
of  anew  doctrine,  but  is  simply  an  official  declaration  by  the 
Church  that  the  doctrine  so  defined  is  contained  in  the  deposit 
ofLreyealed  truths  committed  by  Christ  to  her  guardianship  * 
The  Church  does  not,  of  coiirse,  pretend  to  create   doctrines. 
She  simply  defines,  whenever  she  deems  it  opportune,  revealed 
doctrines  that  are  assailed,  proposes  them  as  divine  truths  to  be 
explicitly  believed,  and  thus  lifts  them  beyond  the  region  of 
controversy  among  her  children.     A  definition  of  faith,  then,  is 
not  the  creation  or  invention  of^a  new  doctrine,  but  is  simply^an 
official ^promulgation  of  a  truth  as  old  as  Christianity  itself. 
tfence  St.  Vincent  of  Lerins,  who  flourished  in  the  early  part 
of  the  fifth  century,  speaking  of  definitions  of  faith  by  General 
Councils,  says :  "  What  else  has  the  Church  ever  endeavored 
by  the  decrees  of  Councils  but  that  what  was  before  simply 
credited  should  be  more  diligently  believed  ;  that  what  before 
was  ^preached  more  sparingly  should  afterwards  be  preached 
mofelnrstahtly ;  that  what  before  was  securely  reverenced:. the 
same^aRefrwarcis  shouidjjejnore  carefully  cherished.    This  I  say, 
and  nothing  else,has  the  Catholic  Church,  provoked  by  the  novel 
ties  of  heretics,  ever  done  by  the  decrees  of  her  Councils;  nothing, 
to  wit,but  what  she  had  previously  received  from  her  forefathers 
by  tradition,  that  same  she  consigned  thenceforward  to  posterity 
by  writing  also  :    0,  Timothy,  nays  the  Apostle,  preserve  the  faith, 
avoiding  the  profane  novelties  of  words."  (Commonitorium  C.  23.) 
And  he  adds,  when  the  Church  defined  doctrines  as  necessary 
to  be  believed,  "What  was  it  but  marking  with  the  propriety  of 

*  NOTE. — St.  Vincent  of  Lerins  thus  beautifully  explains  what  is  the  nature 
of  the  deposit  of  faith  committed  by  Christ  to  the  Church  :  "What  is  a 
deposit  ?  It  is  that  which  is  intrusted  to  you,  not  that  which  is  the  fruit  of 
your  invention  ;  it  is  what  you  have  received,  not  what  you  have  devised  ;  it 
is  a  matter,  not  of  ingenuity,  but  of  learning  ;  it  is  not  a  private  assumption 
of  authority,  but  an  affair  of  public  tradition;  a  thing  transmitted  to  you,  not 
produced  by  you  ;  a  concern  in  which  you  are  not  to  pass  for  the  author.,  but 
*he  guardian  ;  not  the  founder,  but  the  disciple  ;  not  the  leader,  but  the 
follower."— Com  man.  Con.  Hfrweses,  r.  XT?-?/. 


a  new  appellation  an  old  article  of  faith  ?"     Thejaith  which  \vas 
before  implicit,  or  wrapped  jag,_as_  it  were,  in  the  deposit  of 
•revealecTtruths  committed  to    the  Church,  becomes  by   the 
'Church's  definition^  explicit  faith,  to  be  believed  by  all,  under 
pain~of  exclusion  from  her  communion.      Thus,  when  at  Nice, 
AT).  325,  TiKe~  consubstantiality  of  the  Son  with  the  Eternal 
Father  was  defined  against  Arius,  there  was  surely  nothing  added 
to  the  faith.    Nor  again  at  Constantinople,  A.  D.  381,  when  the 
divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost  was  asserted  against  Macedonius; 
and  when  the  Fathers  of  the  Council  of  Ephesus,  A.D.  431,  pro 
nounced  Mary  to  be  the  Mother  of  God,  what  was  it  but  reas 
serting  in  a  different  form  the  desree  of  Nice  ?      Mary  was  the 
Mother  of  Jesus,  and  lie  was  the  Son  of  God,  consubstantial 
with  the  Father.      Mary  was  therefore  the  Mother  of  God.     So, 
again,  when  both,  at  Chalcedon,  A.D.  451,  and  at  Constantinople, 
A.D.  680,  the  Church  defined  that  Jesus  Christ  has  two  wills, 
the  human  aiicTcttvine,  being  both  God~aird  ~ffian,  in  opposition 
to  the  MonothelitesTivlio  contended  ^that  He  hacTTnit  one,  there 
was  here  no  new  revelation,  no  new  addition  to  the  faith;  there 
was  only  a  new  expression  and  assertion  of  the  human  and 
divine  natures  in  the  God-man:  to  use  the  words  of  St.  Vincent 
of  Lerins,  "  What  was  it  but  marking  with  the  propriety  of  a 
new  expression,  an  old  article  of  faith  ?"     Now  thisis  precisely 
what  the  Church  has  done  in  jgfiningjjie  doctrine, of  Papal 
Infallibility;    she  has  marked  with  the   propriety   of  a   new 
expression  an  old  article  of  faith.      She  has  not  by  this  de 
finition  made  new  additions  to  the  faith,  but  merely  declared 
an  old  truth,  and  proposed  it  to  be  explicitly  believed  by  the 
faithful.     This  will  be  abundantly  shown  as  we  proceed.     So 
much  about  the  much  misunderstood  question  of  definitions  of 
faith. 

Protestant  bodies  have,  in  flagrant  violation  of  their  pal 
mary  principle  of  private  judgment,  made  articles  of  faith  and 
communion.  Thus  Episcopalians  have  their  "Thirty-nine  Arti 
cles,"  and  the  Presbyterians  their  "  Confession  of>Faith." 


THE  STATE  OF  THE  QUESTION. 


Papal  Infallibility  means  that  the  Sovereign  Pontiff  is  by 
divine  appointment  exempt  from  error,  when,  in  his  official 
capacity,  he  teaches  obligatory  doctrine  to  the  Universal  Church; 
that  is  when,  as  vicar  of  Christ,  he  proposes  to  the  Universal 
Church  a  doctrine  regaiding  faith  or  morals. 

The  following  is  the  statement  of  the  Vatican  Council  on 
the  subject :  "  We  teach,  and  define  it  to  be  a  dogma  divinely 
revealed  that  when  the  Eoman  Pontiff  speaks  ex  cathedra,  that 
is,  when,  in  the  discharge  of  the  office  of  pastor  and  teacher  of 
all  Christians  by  virtue  of  his  supreme  apostolic  authority,  he 
defines  that  a  doctrine  regarding  faith  or  morals  is  to  be  held 
by  the  Universal  Church,  he  enjoys  by  the  Divine  assistance 
promised  to  him  in  Blessed  Peter  that  infallibility  with  which 
the  Divine  Eedeemer  willed  his  Church  to  be  endowed  in  de 
fining  a  doctrine  regarding  faith  or  morals." 

It  is  most  important  that  we  should  have  clear  and  accurate 
notions  on  this  subject.  We  have  just  stated  what  the  doctrine 
of  Papal  Infallibility  is.  It  may  be  well,  then,  to  state  what  it 
is  not. 

Papal  Infallibility  is  not  Papal  impeccability.  It  is  one 
thing  to  be  exempt  from  sin  or  the  power  of  sinning,  and  it 
is  another  to  be  exempt  from  doctrinal  error  in  teaching. 
According  to  the  supposition  of  St.  Paul,  a  person  may  have 
such  extraordinary  faith  as  to  be  able  to  remove  mountains, 
and  yet  not  have  charity  or  the  love  of  God.  There  is  not, 
therefore,  question  here  of  the  moral  conduct  of  the  Sovereign 
Pontiff,  but  simply  of  his  official  teaching  as  head  of  the  Church- 
Infallibility  is  not  inspiration.  Inspiration  implies  infalli 
bility,  but  the  latter  does  not  necessarily  imply  the  former.  By 
inspiration  is  meant  that  singular  impulse  of  the  Holy  Ghost 
moving  one  to  write  :  His  direction  and  presence  guiding  and 
illuminating  the  mind  of  the  writer,  not  allowing  him  to  env 
and  causing  him  to  write  whatsoever  God  wishes.  Inspiration, 


then,  comes  immediately  from  God,  and  inspired  writing  is  his 
very  word. 

By  infallibility  is  understood  a  special  providence  and  assist 
ance  of  God,  by  which  the  Pope  is  preserved  from  all  doctrinal 
error  in  teaching  and  defining  matters  of  faith  and  morals 
contained  in  the  deposit  of  divine  truth  already  revealed.  In 
order  that  a  Papal  utterance  may  have  the  character  of  a  teaching 
ex.  cathedra,  for  which  alone  infallibility  is  claimed,  it  is  required 
that  it  should  treat  of  a  question  connected  with  faith  or  morals, 
and  that  it  should  propose  a  doctrine  to  be  believed  or  rejected 
under  pain  of  censure.  Secondly,  that  the  Holy  Father  should 
manifest  the  intention  of  teaching  as  Pope,  and  of  commanding 
the  Universal  Church  to  accept  his  doctrinal  decrees.  These 
conditions  are  necessary  to  constitute  an  infallible  ordinance 
issued  by  the  sovereign  Pontiff. 

Hence  it  follows  that  infallibility  is  not  claimed  for  the  Pope 
when  he  speaks  in  conversation,  when  he  treats  of  scientific 
matters  unconnected  with  the  faith,  when  he  writes  private 
documents ;  when  as  private  doctor  he  writes  theological  trea 
tises  or  commentaries  on  holy  writ:  nor  is  this  august  prerogative 
claimed  for  his  private  opinions,  his  disciplinary  decrees,  his 
omissions  of  definitions  of  faith,  and  other  matters  of  this  sort. 

This  doctrine  does  not,  therefore,  bind  us  to  hold  that  the 
Pope  was  always  infallibly  right  in  deposing  Princes  and  absolv 
ing  subjects  from  their  allegiance,  and  in  the  exercise  of  all  the 
privileges  which  the  jurisprudence  of  the  ages  of  faith  conferred 
upon  him.  Impartial  history  attests  that  in  all  these  transac 
tions  the  influence  of  the  Pope  was  exercised  in  favor  of  human 
rights  and  liberties,  in  opposition  to  tyranny  and  oppression. 
But  all  these  considerations  are  beside  the  question,  and  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  point  at  issue. 

Now  there  is  nothing  strange  in  the  doctrine  that  God  has 
given  such  a  prerogative  to  man  for  the  benefit  of  the  human 
race  which  he  came  to  redeem.  Did  He  not  repeatedly  endow 
man  with  the  gift  of  prophecy;  enable  him  to  peer  into  the 
mysterious  future,  and  with  unerring  accuracy  foretell  events 
that  were  buried  in  its  womb  ?  Did  he  not  give  man  the 
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stupendous  power  of  arresting  the  sun  in  its  course,  and  the 
moon,  when  Josue  commanded,  "Move  not,  0  Sun,  toward 
Gabaoii,  nor  thou,  0  Moon,  towards  the  valley  of  Ajalon.  And 
the  sun  and  moon  stood  still  till  the  people  revenged  themselves 
of  their  enemies  ?"  (Jos.  X,  12-13.)  Did  not  Moses,  by  the  divine 
power,  fill  Egyptian  rivers  with  tides  of  blood  ?  Did  he  not,  by 
the  waving  of  his  wand,  cleave  a  passage  through  the  Red  Sea, 
whose  waters  stood  up  on  either  side  like  liquid  walls,  to  enable 
the  chosen  people  to  pass  dry  shod  to  the  shores  of  the  desert 
land  ?  Did  he  not  cause  to  gush  from  the  flinty  rock,  streams 
of  sparkling  water  to  slake  the  thirst  of  the  Israelites  in  the 
desert  ?  Has  not  God,  in  His  New  Dispensation,  bestowed  on 
man  the  power  of  forgiving  sins  ? — a  power  so  stupendous  as  to 
extort  from  the  wondering  Jews  the  cry,  "Who  can  forgive  sins 
but  God  alone  ?"  Were  not  the  Evangelists  endowed  with 
infallibility  ?  Were  not  the  writers  of  the  Acts  and  Epistles 
infallible  ?  Were  not  the  Apostles  of  Christ  infallible  ?  There 
is,  therefore,  nothing  out  of  harmony  with  God's  dealings  with 
man,  as  shown  either  in  the  Old  or  New  Dispensation,  in  the 
doctrine  that  God  shields  the  supreme  head  of  His  Church  on 
earth,  from  all  doctrinal  error  in  his  quality  of  universal  teacher. 
We  have  simply  to  ascertain  if  Christ  has  bestowed  this  prero 
gative  upon  the  Sovereign  Pontiff,  and,  if  we  find  that  He  has, 
we  must  bow  in  humble  submission  to  His  divine  will,  and 
bless  and  praise  God,  who  has  given  such  power  to  man. 


PAPAL  INFALLIBILITY  NOT  A  NEW  bOGTKINE. 

Before  entering  upon  this  inquiry ,we  deem  it  proper  to  make 
some  preliminary  observations,to  which  we  call  the  earnest  atten 
tion  of  our  readers.  One  would  be  led  to  believe,  judging  by  the 
newspapers  and  pamphlets  of  the  day,  that  the  doctrine  of  Papal 
Infallibility  is  a  novel  one ;  that  it  has  been  started  upon  a 
wondering  world  in  the  full  blaze  of  the  nineteenth  century,  by 
a  clique  of  bigoted  and  fanatical  ultramontanes,  whose  object 
is  to  crush  all  liberty  and  freedom  of  thought,  and  to  bind  the 
immortal  soul  in  chains  of  slavery  !  Now,  what  is  the  fact  ? 


Why,  that  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  is  as  old  as  the 
Church  itself,  and  that  it  was  never  called  into  question  by  any 
persons  calling  themselves  Catholics,  until  the  fifteenth  cen 
tury,  when,  according  to  the  principles  of  Catholic  divines,  this 
new  doctrine  which  questioned  Papal  Infallibility  was  suspected 
and  condemned.  For  this  is  Catholic  teaching:  All  new  opinions 
in  faith  and  religion  should  be  at  least  suspected,  and,  on  the 
contrary,  we  should  steadfastly  adhere  to  those  opinions  which 
were  held  by  the  Church  prior  to  the  novelty  whose  birthday  is 
written  and  birthplace  fixed. 

To  prove  the  novelty  of  the  opinion  which  denies  Papal 
Infallibility,  we  need  only  the  testimony  of  those  who  may  be 
styled  the  Fathers  of  the  new  doctrine  ;  we  mean  Gerson  and 
Major,  for  they  were  either  its  authors  or  among  its  first  propa 
gandists.  Gerson,  in  a  treatise  de  protest.  Eccles.  Cons.  12,  writes 
thus:  "  Before  the  celebration  of  this  Holy  Council  of  Constance, 
this  tradition  or  doctrine  (viz.,  of  Papal  Infallibility)  so 
swayed  the  minds  of  authors  that  the  teacher  of  opposite 
opinions  was  either  suspected  or  condemned  for  heretical 
tendencies ;  of  which  here  is  a  proof :  After  the  declaration, 
and  what  is  more  important,  after  the  determination  and  acts 
of  the  same  sacred  synod,  those  were  found  who  did  not  hesitate 
to  proclaim  the  same  doctrine."  (viz.,  of  Papal  Infallibility.) 
In  his  work  " de  excom."  having  proposed  the  question 
whether  an  appeal  from  the  Pope  to  a  council  was  allowed,  he 
thus  answers  the  question  he  proposes  :  "  Formerly,  i.  e.,  prior 
to  the  Councils  of  Pisan  and  Constance,  they  taught  that  this 
was  by  no  means  lawful,  and  for  this  opinion  cited  their  laws 
expressed,  as  it  seemed  to  them,  very  plainly."  So  much  for 
Oerson. 

Major,  in  language  not  less  plain,  fixes  the  same  date  for  the 
introduction  of  the  novelty.  He  says  :  "  There  are  two  modes 
of  teaching  which  are  opposed  to  each  other.  One  holds  that 
the  Supreme  Pontiff  is  above  a  General  Council.  This  doctrine, 
some  of  the  Cardinals  hold.  It  is  commonly  held  by  the  Thom- 
ists  and  at  Rome,  where  they  declare  it  unlawful  to  hold  a  con 
trary  opinion.  The  opposite  doctrine  our  University  of  Paris 
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has  held  since  the  days  of  the  Council  of  Constance!'  (De  Pot, 
Ecclcs.  15.}  Here  is  the  date  of  the  new  opinion  which  circu 
lated  in  the  Parisian  faculty  as  in  its  fit  orbit.  But  a  doctrine 
unheard  of  by  the  Church  for  the  space  of  1,400  years,  and  which 
was  only  then  introduced  by  persons  little  better  than  wily 
schismatics,  cannot  by  any  means  be  called  the  doctrine  of  the 
Church,  but  is  its  very  opposite.  In  point  of  fact,  previously 
to  what  is  known  as  the  schism  of  the  West,  the  doctors  of  the 
Church  universally  held  and  taught  Papal  Infallibility.  This  is 
evident  from  the  following  facts  :  1st.  The  doctors  of  the  faculty 
of  Paris  and  other  universities  taught  this  doctrine  as  the  un 
doubted  doctrine  of  the  Church  prior  to  the  above-named  time. 
2nd.  All  the  Canonists  maintained  it.  3rd.  The  Bishops  sub 
scribed  to  it;  nor  does  it  appear  from  their  writings  that  any  of 
these  ever  thought  of  doubting  it.  It  was,  therefore,  only  a 
love  for  novelty  that  induced  Gerson,  and  a  few  theologians  of 
his  day  to  disseminate  his  opinion  as  theological  teaching. 

Having  made  these  observations,  we  will  now  come  to  our 
PKOOFS  FROM  HOLY  WRIT. 

It  will  be  seen  by  the  proofs  which  are  about  to  be  adduced 
that  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  is  as  clearly  enunciated 
and  as  strongly  proved  in  the  pages  of  Holy  Writ  as  that  of 
the  infallibity  of  the  Church  itself,  or  that  of  the  real  presence 
of  Christ  in  the  blessed  Eucharist. 

I.  Our  first  argument  will  be  taken  from  the  solemn  words 
addressed  by  our  blessed  Lord  to  St.  Peter,  after  the  latter  had 
declared  his  belief  in  the  divinity  of  the  Redeemer  :  "  Blessed 
art  thou,  Simon  Barjona,  because  flesh  and  "blood  have  not 
revealed  this  to  thee,  but  My  Father,  who  is  in  Heaven.  And  I 
say  to  thee,  thou  art  Peter,  and  upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my 
Church,  and  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it.  And  I 
will  give  to  thee  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  and  what 
soever  thou  shalt  bind  upon  earth  it  shall  be  bound  also  in  Heaven,, 
and  ivhatso&vcr  thou  shalt  loose  upon  earth  it  shall  be  loosed  also 
in  Heaven"  (Mat.  xvi,  c.  17,  18,  19.  v.) 

We  beg  here  to  premise,  before  coming  to  our  direct  argu 
ment,  first,  that  St.  Peter  is  the  rock  meant  by  Christ  in  the 
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aforesaid  words;  for  so  the  sense  of  the  text  demands,  and  so  the 
Holy  Fathers  have,  with  a  moral  unanimity,  always  taught. 
TeiiujliaiLJfc*10  flnnrislip.fi  A.  D.  195,  says:  "Was  anything  hid 
den  from  Peter,  who  was  called  the  rock  whereon  the  Church 
was  to  be  .built?"  (De  Prescript,  Hcerct.,  No.  22,  p.  209.} 
Origen,  A.  D.  206,  observes  :  "  See  what  was  said  by  the  Lord 
to  that  great  foundation  of  the  Church,  and  to  that  most  solid 
rock  upon  which  Christ  founded  the  Church."  (T.  3  Horn.  5  in 
Excel  N.  4,  p.  U&^  St.  Cyprian,  A.  D.  240,  says  :  "  Peter,  on 
whom  the  Church  had  been  built  by  the  Lord  himself."  (Ep.  4, 
ad  Cornel.,  p.  83.)  "  Peter,  on  whom  the  foundation  of  the 
Church  was  laid."  (St.  Firmilian.)  "  Upon  whom  (Peter)  Christ 
was  about  to  build  his  Church."  (St.  Hilary  Tract  in  Ps.  1.31, 
N.  4,  p.  447.)  Peter  is  a  firm  rock  upon  which  is  based  the 
Lord's  faith ;  upon  which  the  Church  is  every  way  built.  (St. 
Epiph.  adv.  Hrer.  p.  500.)  "  He  (Christ)  called  him  Peter,  that 
is,  the  rock,  and  praised  the  foundation  of  the  Church,  which  was 
built  on  the  Apostolic  faith.  (St.  Aug.  Tr.  2,  in  Joan,  No.  20.) 

As  may  be  seen  in  "Waterwortli's  Faith  of  Catholics,  the 
Fathers,  in  regular  series,  teach  that  the  rock  was  Peter,  and  the 
Church  was  founded  on  him.  Tertullian  teaches  this  twice ; 
Origen,  four  times ;  St.  Cyprian,  nine  times ;  St.  James  of 
Msibis,  once ;  St.  Hilary,  once ;  St.  Ephrem  Syrus,  once ;  St. 
Gregory  of  Nyssa,  once ;  St.  Gregory  of  Nazianzum,  three  times; 
St.  Basil,  twice ;  St.  Pacian,  once ;  St.  Epiphanius,  twice ;  St. 
Ambrose,  four  times  ;  St.  Jerome,  three  times  ;  St.  Chrysostom. 
twice  ;  St.  Augustine,  twice  ;  St.  Maximus,  twice  ;  St.  Cyril  of 
Alexandria,  once ;  St.  Leo,  five  times,  &c.,  &c.  (Faith  of  Catholics, 

fl     O  A       P 

61.  2,  page  4,  &c. 

Secondly,  we  must  premise  that  what  was  here  said  of  St. 
Peter  was  also  affirmed  of  his  successors.  For  in  the  very 
nature  of  things,  and  according  to  Scripture  itself,  the  preroga 
tives  of  Peter  must  descend  to  his  successors.  Peter  is  created 
the  rock  of  the  Church  in  order  to  preserve  it  firm  and  unshaken. 
For  the  good  of  the  Church,  Peter  is  constituted  its  guardian 
and  strengthener,  in  order  to  preserve  it  safe  from  the  attacks  of 

Satan.     Peter  is  constituted  its  supreme  Pastor.     If,  therefore,, 

$ 
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for  the  well-being  and  security  of  the  Church,  Peter  has  been 
invested  with  all  his  sublime  prerogatives,  it  follows  that  these 
prerogatives  must  be  permanent  in  the  Church,  and,  therefore, 
must  descend  to  Peter's  successors.  Besides,  the  Church  of 
€hrist  was  to  last  forever.  Its  saving  ministrations  and  its 
doctrines  of  truth  were  to  reach  unto  every  generation  of  men. 
"  Behold,  I  am  with  you  all  days,  even  unto  the  consummation 
of  the  world."  (St.  Matt.,  xxviii,  30.)  "  I  will  ask  the  Father, 
and  He  shall  give  you  another  Paraclete  that  He  may  abide 
with  you  forever''  (St.  John,  xiv.)  The  Church,  therefore,  was 
to  bless  the  world,  by  its  holy  presence,  down  to  the  Day  of 
Judgment ;  and,  therefore,  the  office  of  Peter  as  its  visible  head, 
with  all  its  attributes  and  prerogatives,  must  also  last  forever, 
and  must  pass  down  to  Peter's  successors.  The  Pope  dies  ;  but 
Peter  is  immortal  in  his  successors.  Hence  Bossuet  so  truly 
remarks  : — "  The  prerogatives  conferred  on  Peter  cannot  be  sup 
posed  to  have  ceased  with  him,  because  the  foundations  of  a 
building  designed  to  last  forever  cannot  be  subject  to  the  rava 
ges  of  time.  Therefore,  Peter  will  always  live  in  his  successor, 
and  will  always  speak  from  his  chair.  Such  is  the  doctrine  of 
the  Holy  Fathers  ;  such  the  declaration  of  the  six  hundred  and 
thirty  Bishops  assembled  in  the  Council  of  Chalcedon."  (Sermon 
sur  rilnite.)  The  words  of  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  here 
referred  to  by  Bossuet,  are: — What  Leo  believes,  we  all  believe ; 
anathema  be  he  who  believes  anything  else.  Peter  has  spoken 
through  Leo. 

The  doctrine  that  the  prerogatives  of  Peter  live  in  his  suc- 
"cessors,  is  further  sustained  by  Patristic  testimony ;  but  we  need 
not  cite  here  the  words  of  the  Fathers  on  this  subject,  as  the 
quotations  from  those  holy  and  learned  doctors  which  we  cite 
hereafter,  under  the  heading,  "  Testimony  of  the  Fathers,"  prove 
sufficiently  that  such  was  their  belief. 

Having  established  that  Peter  is  the  rock  on  which  Christ 
has  built  His  Church,  and  that  what  is  affirmed  of  him  must 
.also  be  affirmed  of  his  successors ;  that,  in  fact,  Peter  lives  and 
speaks  in  his  successors,  we  maintain  that  the  doctrine  of  Papal 
Infallibility  is  clearly  enunciated  in  the  aforesaid  text.  For  he 
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is  infallible  against  whom  the  gates  of  hell  cannot  prevail.  But 
the  gates  of  hell  cannot  prevail  against  Peter,  on  whom  the 
Church  is  built  ;  for  if  they  could  so  prevail,  then  they  would 
also  prevail  against  the  Church  itself,  since,  if  the  rock  were 
broken,  or  removed  from  its  place  by.  the  power  of  error,  then 
the  Church  which  is  built  upon  it  would  be  shattered  into  frag 
ments.  But  Christ  has  promised  that  the  gates  of  hell  shall 
never  prevail  against  the  Church.  Therefore  they  shall  never 
prevail  against  Peter  or  his  successors,  and  therefore  the  Pope 
— the  rock  of  the  Church — is  infallible.  It  follows,  also,  from 
the  text,  that  the  Pope  is  the  principle  and  formal  cause  through 
Christ  of  the  Church's  infalliblity,  and  that,  as  a  necessary  con 
sequence,  he  is  himself  infallibile.  For  why  is  it  that  the  gates 
of  hell  cannot  prevail  against  the  Church  ?  Because  it  is  built 
upon  an  unshaken  rock,  against  which  the  waves  of  error  dash 
in  vain. 

We  have  a  striking  proof  and  illustration  of  the  justness 
and  force  of  this  argument  in  the  'words  of  our  blessed  Lord 
himself,  as  we  find  them  in  the  24th  and  concluding  verses  of 
the  7th  chapter  of  St.  Matthew:  "Every  one,  tlierefore,  that 
heareth  these,  my  words,  and  doth  them,  shall  be  likened  unto 
a  man  that  built  his  house  upon  a  rock,  and  the  rain  fell, 
ami  the  floods  came,  and  the  winds  Hew,  and  they  beat  against 
that  house,  and  it  fell  not.  And  every  one  that  liearetli 
these,  my  words,  and  doth  them  not,  shall  be  like  a  foolisJt 
yuan  that  built  his  house  upon  the  sand,  and  the  rain  fell, 
and  the  floods  came,  and  the  winds  blew,  and  they  beat  upon 
that  house,  and  it  fell,  and  great  was  the  fall  thereof!'  In 
these  words  our  blessed  Lord  expressly  affirms  that  the  reason 
why  the  house  built  by  the  wise  man  fell  not  when  assailed  by 
the  most  terrific  storms,  was  precisely  because  it  was  founded 
upon  a  rock.  And  so  it  is  with  the  Church  of  God,  It  ha& 
been  able  to  resist  the  fierce  tempests  of  heresy  and  error 
because  it  was  founded  by  its  divine  architect  upon  an 
unshaken  rock.  On  the  other  hand,  we  see  that  the  house  built 
by  the  foolish  man,  in  the  day  of  its  trial,  when  the  rain  fell  and 
the  flood  came,  and  the  wind  blew  and  beat  upon  it,  fell  to  the 


ground,  and  great  was  the  fall  thereof.  And  why  ?  Because  it 
was  built  upon  the  sand.  So,  too,  if  the  Church  of  God  were 
built  upon  a  foundation  which  could  be  swept  away  by  the 
floods  of  error,  it  must  of  course  necessarily  fall,  and  sad  and 
great  would  be  the  fall  thereof.  The  following  is  the  cogent 
.and  irresistible  reasoning  of  Dr.  Murray,  of  Maynooth,  on  this 
subject : 

"  The  rock  certainly  is  one  of  the  most  expressive  types  of 
enduring,  unconquerable  strength.  To  represent  a  house  as  built 
upon  a  rock  is  one  of  the  most  expressive  ways  of  conveying 
one's  idea  of  the  firmness,  the  security,  the  durability,  the 
abiding  unity  of  the  house.  To  represent  the  foundation  as 
chosen  by  the  ablest  judge,  the  house  as  built  by  the  most  expe 
rienced  architect  and  the  most  skillful  workmen,  is  another  not 
less  expressive  way  of  conveying  the  same.  Yet  all  this  is 
exactly,  and  to  the  letter,  the  way  in  which  Christ  represents 
the  edifice  of  the  Church  and  the  foundation,  Peter,  on  which 
"it  is  built.  That  foundation  is  Peter  ;  Peter  the  man  of  faith  ; 
Peter,  the  rock  of  faith  ;  for  Christ  called  him  the  rock ;  Christ 
made  him  the  rock,  and  he  is  the  rock  :  'Thou  art  a  rock.' 
Immediately,  in  the  same  breath,  the  whole  Church  of  God  is 
promised  to  be  built  on  him,  on  him  as  the  rock  :  '  On  this 
rock.'  Aiid  the  Church  is  built  on  Peter,  the  rock,  not  by  the 
hand  of  man,  however  holy  ;  not  by  angels  or  archangels,  but  by 
the  Almighty  God  himself ;  built  all  by  Him  ;  he  alone  being 
the  designer,  the  architect,  the  workman,  the  author  and  finisher 
of  the  whole :  '  I  will  build  my  Church.'  Peter,  then,  is  the 
unfailing,  indestructible  foundation.  The  whole  Church  is  built 
on  this  foundation,  is  unfailing  and  indestructible,  and  essen 
tially  indivisible.  And  the  Church  is  all  this  because  it  is  built 
on  this  rock  Peter,  and  because  God  is  the  architect  and  builder 
of  it.  From  Peter,  then,  the  Church  derives  its  stability  and 
unity ;  on  him,  from  him,  through  him,  it  is  undivided  and 
invincible  ;  without  him  it  is  neither.  From  Christ  comes  all, 
but  through  Peter.  Christ  made  the  rock  and  built  the  Church, 
but  it  was  on  the  rock  he  built  it :  'On  this  rock.'  All  that  the 
Church  has  it  has  from  Christ,  and  from  none  other  ;  but  it  has 
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it  in  the  way,  through  the  means  established  by  Christ;  and  in 
no  other  way,  through  no  other  means.  Christ  is  the  rock,  not 
made  essential,  but  from  himself  essential,  by  necessity  essen 
tial  ;  Peter  is  the  rock,  not  essential,  but  made  essential.  The 
Church  could  have  done  without  him,  had  God  so  decreed  :  but 
the  Church  cannot  do  without  him,  for  God  has  so  decreed,  has 
made  him  necessary  to  it.  It  is  a  great  mystery,  but  it  is  God's 
word,  and  in  His  word  there  are  mysteries  as  great  or  greater. 
Human  things  are  dim  and  incomplete  beside  heavenly  things, 
but  we  may  compare  them.  The  Sovereign  is  ruler  of  a  distant 
Province  ;  a  Viceroy  is  ruler  too  ;  the  Sovereign  rules  through 
the  Viceroy." 

1 1.  Our  second  argument  is  taken  from  the  the  31st  and  32nd 
verses  of  the  22nd  chapter  of,  St.  Luke.  "  And  the  Lord  said 
Simon,  Simon,  behold  Satan  has  desired  to  have  you,  that  he 
might  sift  you  as  wheat,  but  I  have  prayed  for  thee  that  thy  faith 
fail  not,  and  tlion  being  once  converted  confirm  thy  brethren." 

In  the  above  quoted  text  Christ  foretold  that  the  Apostles, 
and,  by  implication,  the  Church  which  they  represented,  would 
be  exposed  to  most  serious  temptations  against  faith.  He 
affirms  that  He  has  prayed  in  a  special  manner  for  Peter,  and 
consequently  for  his  successors,  that  their  faith  should  not  fail, 
and  lie  imposed  upon  Peter  the  duty  and  responsibility  of 
confirming  in  the  faith  his  brethren;  in  other  words,  the  Church 
which  Satan  would  ever  seek  to  crush.  Hence  we  argue  :  the 
Church  was  to  be  subject  to  most  terrible  temptations  as  regards 
faith,  and  Christ  prepared  a  special  remedy  for  it  in  His  special 
prayer  for  Peter,  the  future  head  of  His  Church,  that  by  him  am  I 
his  successors,  whose  faith  could  not  fail,  the  Church  might  be 
confirmed  in  the  same  saving  faith.  Now,  if  Peter  or  the  lloman 
Pontiffs  were  not  infallible,  or  if  his  faith  or  theirs  could  fail 
when  deciding  as  supreme  teachers  of  the  Universal  Church, 
then  it  must  be  said  that  the  prayer  of  Christ  for  Peter  was 
inefficacious,  or  that  Christ  did  not  efficaciously  provide  for  the 
safety  of  His  Church  against  the  fierce  attacks  of  Satan.  P>ut 
since  neither  of  these  can  be  said  without  blasphemy  against 
our  blessed  Lord,  therefore  we  must  necessarily  admit  the  gift 
of  infallibility  in  Peter  and  his  successors. 
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The  unconditional  prayer  of  Christ  was  always  heard  : 
"Father,  I  give  Thee  thanks/'  said  Christ,  "that  Thou  hast  heard 
me,and  I  knew  that  Thou  hearest  me  always"  (St.  John  xi.,41-42). 

Again  he  is  infallible  in  teaching  the  Universal  Church,  for 
whom,  in  the  discharge  of  that  duty,  Christ  efficaciously  prayed 
for  infallibility.  But  Christ  efficaciously  prayed  for  Peter  and 
his  successors,  that  when  teaching  the  Universal  Church  they 
should  never  err.  1st.  ThejDrayej.'  of  Christ  was  efficacious,  for 
its  form  is  clearly  absolute,  and  because  all  the  prayers  of  Christ 
that  regard  the  constitution  of  the  Church  are  absolute  and 
effTcactcnis.  (See  St.  John  xiv.,  &c.,  and  xvii.)  2nd.  Christ  prayed 
for  inialrfbility,  because  in  efficaciously  praying  that  the  faith 
of  Peter  might  not  fail,  He  by  that  very  fact  prayed  for 
infallibility.  3rd.  He  prayed  for  Peter  teaching  the  Universal 
Church,  for  he  said  :  "  Thou,  "Being  converted,  confirm  thy 
brethren  7*Tf-,  the  Bishops  or  teaching  Church. 

III.  Our  third  argument  from  Scripture  is  taken  from  the 
21st  chapter  of  St.  John,  15th  to  17th  verse  :  "Jesus  said  to 
Simon  Peter,  Simon,  son  of  John,  lovcst  thou  me  more  than  these  ? 
He  saith  to  Him,  yea,  Lord,  Thou  Jcnowcst  that  I  love  Thee.  He 
saith  to  him,  feed  my  lambs.  He  saith  to  him  again,  Simon,  son 
of  John,  lovcst  thou  me?  He  saith  to  Him,  yea,  Lord,  Thov 
Jmoivest  that  I  love  Thee.  He  said  to  him,  feed  my  lambs.  He 
said  to  him  a  third  time,  Simon,  son  of  John,  lovest  thou  me  ? 
Peter  was  grieved  because  He  said  a  third  time  to  him,  lovest  thou 
me.  And  he  said  to  Him,  Lord,  Thou  knoivest  all  things  ;  Thou 
Jcnoivest  that  I  love  Thee,  He  said  to  him,  feed  my  sheep!' 

From  these  words  it  is  clear  that  our  blessed  Lord  appointed 


Peter,  that  is,  the  Sovereign  l^tifi[^Sttpi^me^heph£rd  of  the 
whole  flock.,  including  Bishops,  Priests  and  Laity,  and  commis 
sioned  him  toeeor^em  witn  the  words  of  emalnith.  Now, 


it  is  evident"  that  this  task  Peter  could  not  adequately  perform 
withoutthe  prero^ati^ 

not  infallible  it  might  occur  that  he  would  lead  the  whole  flock 
of  ChrfsFinto  the  poisonous  and  deadlyjpastures  of  error  ;  that, 
instead  of  feeding  "them  with  the  saving  doctrine  of  truth,  he 

would  lead  them  into  the  desert,  there  to  perish  of  hunger,  or  to 

—    - 
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be  torn  to  pieces  by  wild  beasts.  We  therefore  unhesitatingly 
assert  that  this  commission  to  feed  the  whole  flock  of  Christ, 
the  sheep  and  the  lambs,  the  Bishops,  Priests  and  Laity,  implies 
the  gift  of  infallibility.  We  cannot  suppose  that  Christ  would 
have  committed  His  flock  to  a  Shepherd  who  would  lead  them 
astray,  or  desert  them  when  danger  threatened. 

Let  us  here  remark  that  the  Qallican  theory,  which  denies 
Papal  Infallibility,  and  asserts  the  right^of~Hishops  to  sit  in 
judgment  on  Pontifical  decrees,  utterly  subverts  the  order  estab 
lished  by  our  blessed  Lord,  and  authorizes  the  sheep  to  direct 
and  control  the  Shepherd,  and  not  to  be  controlled  by  him. 

IV.  The  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  flows  from  the  divine 
constitution  of  the  Church.  The  Church  is  the  mystic  body  of 
Christ.  This  is  the  conception  of  it  given  us  in  Scripture  and 
the  writings  of  the  Fathers.  St.  Paul  thus  concludes  the  first 
chapter  of  his  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians  :  "And  he  has  put  all 
things  under  His  (Christ's)  feet,  and  hath  made  Him  head  over 
all  the  Church, which  is  His  BODY,  and  the  fullness  of  Him  who 
has  filled  all  in  all."  (Eph.  i,  22-23.)  In  his  Epistles  to  the 
Romans  and  to  the  Corinthians,  St.  Paul  continues  the  same 
description  of  the  Church  :  "Whereas  in  one  body  we  have  many 
members,  but  all  the  members  have  not  the  same  office,  so  we 
being  many,  are  one  body  in  Christ,  and  each  one  members  one 
of  another."  (Kom.  xii.,  4-5.)  "  For  in  one  spirit  we  were  all 
baptized  into  ONE  BODY,  whether  Jews  or  Gentiles,  whether 
bond  or  free,  and  of  one  spirit  you  were  all  made  to  drink.  , 

.     .     .     .     Now  you  are  the  body  of  Christ  and  members  of 
member."     (1  Cor.  xii.,  11-27.) 

The  same  idea  of  the  Church  pervades  all  his  writings,  as 
well  as  those  of  the  Holy  Fathers.  Of  this  mystical  body  ol 
Christ,  the  Sovereign  Pontiff  is  the  Supreme  Head.  St.  Augus 
tine  thus  argues  of  the  head  and  the  body:  "Therefore,  as  the  soul 
animates  and  quickens  the  whole  body,  but  perceives  in  the 
head  by  the  action  of  life,  by  hearing,  by  smelling,  by  the  taste, 
by  touch,  in  the  other  members  by  touch  alone,  for  all  are 
subject  to  the  head  in  their  operations,  the  head  being  placed 
above  them  for  their  guidance  (since  the  head  bears  the  person- 
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ality  of  the  soul  itself,  which  guides  the  body,  for  there  all  the 
senses  are  manifested,)  so  of  the  whole  people  of  the  Saints  as 
of  one  body,  the  man,  Christ  Jesus,  the  mediator  between  God 
and  man,  is  head."  Now  the  Supreme  Pontiff  bears  a  two-fold 
character,  one  as  the  representative  of  Christ  on  earth,  the  other 
as  the  visible  head  of  the  mystical  body  of  Christ,  which  is  his 
Church.  St.  Augustine  argues  that  the  prerogatives  of  the  head 
are  in  Jay  or  o£jthe_body:;  forj3l  arejsubject  to  the  lieadjn  their 
operations,  the  head  being  placed  above  them  for  their  guidance. 
But  the"  Fopef  wlio  is  the  head  "of  the*  Church,  would  bear  no 
proportion  to  the  body  if,  whilst  it  were  infallible,  he  were  not. 
It  is  the  head  that  should  guide  and  direct  the  body.  But  if 
the  Pope  were  not  infallible,  and  if  the  Gallican  theory  were 
true,  it  is  the  body  which  would  be  governing  and  directing  the 
head.  Besides,  the  Supreme  Pontiff,  being  head  of  the  Church 
must,  by  the  very  fact  of  this  relation,  be  considered  its  ordinary 
voice  and  expression.  But  how  could  he  who  might  err  be  the 
normal  and  ordinary  expression  of  an  infallible  Church  ?  Again, 
the  Pope,  as  we  have  said,  is  the  Vicar  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  His 
visible  representative  on  earth ;  but  what  representative  char 
acter  could  he  bear  if  he  were  merely  the  fallible  witness  of  an 
infallible  head  ?  Our  conclusion  is  that  the  Pope  is  by  divine 
appointment  infallible. 

V.  The  same  doctrine__necessarily  follows  from  the  divine 
institution  of  the  primacy  ofjhe  Apostolic  See]  The  principles 
which  all  Catholics  are  bound  to  hold  on  this  point  lead 
logically  and  necessarily  to  the  dogma  of  Papal  Infallibility.  (A) 
It  is  agreed  that  the  primacy  of  St.  Peter  over  the  whole  Church 
has  passed  down  to  his  successors,  the  Koman  Pontiffs,  and 
(B)  that  this  primacy  is  one  not  of  mere  honor,  but  of  juris 
diction  also.  It  is  admitted  that  (C)  this  primacy  of  jurisdiction 
was  so  given  to  Peter  and  his  successors  as  to  belong  to  them 
alone;  that  (D)  this  jurisdiction  of  the  primacy  is  not  of  human 
but  of  divine  institution,  based  on  the  well  jmown  scriptural 
texffTrelating  to  St.JPeter.  What  is  the  special  ^nature  of  the 
jurisdiction  personal  to  ^t^and_lns""su.ccessors  :  what  the  end 
and  object  of llie~lnstitution  of  thjsjprimacy^  we  gather  from 
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tradition.     From  the  belief  and  tradition  of  the  Church  we  learn  \ 
that   the  primacy   was    instituted    chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  \ 
preserving  the  unity  of  the  faith,  and  that,  for  this  reason,  it 
was  conferred  by  Christ  on  Peter  alone,  and  on  his  legitimate    i 
successors.     The  office,  therefore,  and  jurisdiction  of  the  primacy    V 
musFnecessarily  regard  the  formation  and  preservation  of_the   / 
Church's  unity,  of  which  the  Eoman  Pontiff  is  the  centre  and 
principle  ;  aiid"this  offic3_  and  jurisdiction  must  be  such  as  to   \ 
bind  1£n~T)aT^Iicir  to  observe  this  unity,  otherwise  the  means    j 
would^  not  be  adapted  to  the  end. 

'Now  tlie  unitj  of  the  faith  is  so  necessary,  that  all  are  con 
sidered  as  being  beyond  thepale  of  the  Church,  who  by  heresy 
assaiTthelimiy  "of  belief,  ^jm  order,  therefore,  that  the  Eoman    / 
Pontiff  might  be  enabled  to  attalrTthe  great  end  of  the  primacy, 
in~orcTer  that  lie  might  "be  enabled  to  fulfill  the  primary  duty  of 
his  oBicgjJie  must  have  the  right  to  bind  all  the  members  of  the 
Church  to  hold  the  same  faith  he  .clfles.     From  these  premises, 
which  all  Catholics  must  admit,  the  infallibility  of  the  Supreme 
Pnntiff  in  definitions  of  faith  tblloAvs  as  a  necessary  consequence; 
fo£_the_  right   to  bind  all   members  of  the  Church  in  unity  of 
faith,  obAdously  implies  on  the  part  of  the  aforesaid  members 
tne  duty  and  obligation  of  giving  their  internal  assent  to  Papal  i 
definitions'  of  faithj  Either,  therefore,  it  must  be  admitted  that  / 
the  Pope>isi  infallible  in  doctrinal   decisions  given  ex  cathedra, 

he  has  the  right  to  bind  the  Church  to  V 
possibly  might  be-erroneous-und  soul-destroying  / 


doctrines,  Avhich  is  absurd. 

We  shall  now  turn  our  attention  to  the,  Fathers,  and  to  the 
pages  of  ecclesiastical  history,  and  we  shall  find  that  they 
wonderfully  strengthen  and  illustrate  the  arguments  Ave  have 
draAvn  on  this  subject  from  Holy  Writ.  In  fact  the  teaching  of 
tradition,  as  expressed  in  the  writings  of  the  Fathers,  is  unani 
mous  on  the  point.  We  Avill,  therefore,  in  support  of  our  thesis, 
cite 

THE  TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HOLY  FATHERS. 

The  Holy  Fathers  were  not  only  learned  doctors,  and  most 
enlightened  interpreters  of  Holy  Writ,  but  they  were  also 
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trustworthy  and  unimpeachable  witnesses  of  the  faith  of  the 
Church  in  their  respective  ages.  We  shall  therefore  cite  them 
in  this  two-fold  capacity,  i.  e.,  as  interpreters  of  Holy  Writ,  and 
as  reliable  witnesses  of  the  faith  held  by  the  Church  in  their 
day.  But  the  limits  of  this  pamphlet  make  it  incumbent  011  us 
to  confine  our  attention  to  one  or  two  representative  Fathers  of 
each  age.  Of  course,  owing  to  the  violence  of  persecution  that 
swept  over  the  Church  in  its  early  days,  it  would  be  unreason 
able  to  look  for  those  plain  expressions  of  doctrine  that  appear 
in  later  ages ;  but  still  striking  evidences  will  be  found  in  the 
scanty  writings  of  that  period,  which  abundantly  show  that  the 
doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  was  then  believed  and  acted  upon. 

St.  Iren&eus,  disciple  of  St.  Polycarp,  who  was  a  disciple  of 
St.  John  the  Evangelist,  informs  us  that  in  the  second  century 
it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  have  the  true  faith,  to  be  in  com 
munion  and  conformity  with  the  Eoman  Church.  "  With  this 
Church,"  says  the  Saint, "  it  is  necessary  that  every  other  Church 
— that  is,  the  faithful  on  every  side — should  agree,  because  of 
its  pre-eminent  superiority ;  with  this  Church,  in  which  the 
faithful,  everywhere,  have  constantly  guarded  the  tradition 
which  comes  from  the  Apostles."  (Adversus  Hfcreses,  Lib.  iii., 
C.  iii.)  In  this  passage  St.  Iremeus  proclaims  the  necessity  for 
every  Church,  and  for  the  faithful  generally,  to  be  united  to  the 
Eoman  Church  ;  not  only  because  it  preserved  the  tradition  of 
the  Apostles,  but  because  it  exercises  in  this  matter  a  pre 
eminent  superiority :  that  is  to  say,  that  its  authority  is  supreme 
in  matters  of  faith.  The  logical  consequence  of  this  doctrine  is  the 
Infallibility  of  the  Holy  See :  for,  if  it  could  err,  then,  according 
to  St.  Irenseus,  the  other  Churches  would  be  obliged  to  err  with 
it.  "If  we  remain  firm  in  our  allegiance  to  the  See  of  Peter," 
continues  the  Saint,  "  we  shall  easily  disconcert  the  malice  of 
those  who,  either  through  conceitedness  or  bad  faith,  broach, 
new-fangled  theories  at  variance  with  sound  doctrines."(Ibidem.) 

Tertullian,  who  flourished  also  in  the  second  century,  calls 
the  Church  of  Eome  a  blessed  Church,  in  which  the  Apostles 
sealed  the  faith  with  their  blood,  and  from  which  all  authority 
emanates.  (De  Prses.  C.  27.) 
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Origen,  who  flourished  towards  the  middle  of  the  third 
century,  commenting  on  the  text :  "  Thou  art  Peter,  and  upon 
this  rock  I  will  build  my  Church,  and  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not 
prevail  against  it,"  asks  whether  it  is  to  the  rock  or  to  the 
Church  the  pronoun  it  refers  ?  and  he  continues,  "the  phrase  is 
ambiguous.  In  my  opinion  the  true  meaning  is  :  that  the  gates 
of  hell  shall  prevail  neither  against  the  rock  upon  which  Christ 
built  His  Church,  nor  against  the  Church  itself ;  for  if  the 
gates  of  hell  should  prevail  against  any  one,  it  certainly  would 
not  be  against  the  rock  on  which  Christ  built  his  Church,  nor 
against  the  Church  founded  by  Christ  on  the  rock.  The  rock 
is  inaccessible  to  the  serpent ;  it  is  stronger  than  the  gates  of 
hell,  which  wage  war  against  it;  it  is  because  of  its  very  strength 
that  they  cannot  prevail  against  it.  The  Church  itself,  Christ's 
building,  who  wisely  built  His  house  on  Peter,  has  nothing  to 
fear  from  the  gates  of  hell.  These  have  power  only  against  the 
man  who  finds  himself  separated  from  the  rock  and  the  Church." 
(in  Matthaeum  opus,  torn,  iii.,  Migne.)  And  in  another  place 
the  same  Father  remarks,  "  Consider  what  must  be  the  power 
and  authority  of  Peter,  the  living  rock,  upon  which  the  Church 
was  built,  and  whose  decisions  have  as  much  force  and  validity 
as  oracles  emanating  from  God  himself."  (Origen  Caten.)  It 
would  be  impossible  to  express  in  more  direct  and  forcible 
terms,  the  inerrancy  of  the  Supreme  Pontiff. 

St.  Cyprian  (A.D.  258),  writing  to  Pope  Cornelius,  says: 
"  All  heresies  and  schisms  have  sprung  from  a  disregard  for 
the  one  Priest  and  Judge  to  whom  Christ  has  delegated  His 
power ;  for  if  in  compliance  with  the  intentions  of  our  Lord, 
every  member  of  the  Christian  Community  yielded  a  docile 
obedience  to  the  representative  of  God,  the  unity  of  the  Church 
would  never  be  rent."  (Epist.  iv.,  ad  Corn.  Pont.) 

And  again,  "  Can  he  who  preserves  not  the  unity  of  the 
Church,  preserve  the  faith  ?  Can  he  who  opposes  the  Church, 
who  abandons  the  Chair  of  Peter,  on  which  the  Church  is 
founded,  natter  himself  that  he  is  still  in  the  Church  ?"  (De 
unitate  Ecclesiae,  Cap.  iv.) 

It  is  evident  from  this,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  St.  Cyprian, 
.the  Chair  of  St.  Peter  is  infallible ;  otherwise  a  case  might  occur 
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in  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  separate  from  it.  But  Sk 
Cyprian  teaches  that  in  separating  from  the  Chair  of  Peter,  we 
abandon  the  Church  itself.  The  same  author  exclaims,  "  They 
dare  approach  the  Chair  of  Peter,  without  reflecting  that  to  the 
Eomans  no  error  can  have  access"  (On  the  Novatians.)  " One 
God,"  he  exclaims  in  another  place,  "  one  Christ  and  one  Church, 
founded  by  the  Lord  on  Peter."  (Epist.  48.) 

And  to  this  he  refers  again  and  again:  "Peter  thus  speaks, 
upon  whom  the  Church  was  to  be  built,  teaching  in  the  name 
of  the  Church."  (Ep.  69.) 

"  Peter,  whom  first  the  Lord  chose,  upon  whom  He  built 
His  Church."  (Ep.  71.) 

"  Peter,  upon  whom  the  Church  was  founded  by  God's 
condescendence."  (De  bono  Patientire.) 

"  One  Church,  founded  by  Christ  the  Lord  upon  Peter,  in 
the  origin  and  principle  of  unity."  (Ep.  70.) 

"  The  Lord  to  Peter  first,  upon  whom  He  built  the  Church, 
and  from  whom  He  instituted  and  set  forth  the  origin  of  unity, 
gave  that  power,  that  what  he  '  loosed  on  earth,  should  be 
loosed  in  Heaven.'  "  (Ep.  73.) 

"  For  the  good  of  unity,  blessed  Peter  both  deserved  to  be 
preferred  to  all  the  Apostles,  and  alone  received  the  keys  of  the 
Kingdom  of  Heaven,  which  should  afterwards  be  communi 
cated  to  the  rest."  (St.  Opt.  Cont.  Parm.  lib.  vii.,  C.  3.) 

St.  Athanasius  thus  writes  to  Felix  II:  "You  are  the  destroyer 
of  the  heresies  that  devastate  the  Church.  You  are  the  guar 
dian  of  sound  doctrine  and  unerring  faith!' 

St.  Basil  says  (A.D.  378) :  "He  that,  through  the  superiority 
of  his  faith,  received  upon  himself  the  building  of  the  Church," 
and, 

"Blessed  Peter,  selected  before  all  the  Apostles,  alone 
receiving  more  testimonies  and  blessings  than  the  rest,  that  was 
entrusted  with  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven."  (Adv. 
Eunom.  ii.,  torn.  i.  240  and  torn.  ii.  221.) 

And  in  a  letter  to  St.  Damasus,  Pope,  he  says:  "To  your 
Holiness  it  is  given  to  distinguish  the  adulterated  and  spurious 
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from  the  pure  and  orthodox,  and  to  teach,  without  alteration, 
the  faith  of  our  forefathers;"  and  he  adds,  "we  pray  and 
conjure  your  Holiness  to  send  letters  and  legates  to  your 
Children  in  the  Orient,  that  we  may  be  confirmed  in  the 
faith  if  we  have  followed  the  path  of  truth,  or  be  reproved  if 
we  have  gone  astray.  There  is  no  one  but  your  Holiness  to 
whom  we  can  turn  for  help."  (Ep.  714,  7.) 

Gregory  of  Nazianzum  says  (A.D  370:)  "  Do  you  see,  of 
Christ's  disciples,  all  being  lifted  up  high,  and  worthy  of 
election,  one  is  called  the  Rock,  and  is  intrusted  with  the 
foundations  of  the  Church  ?"  (Orat.  xxxii.,  torn,  i.,  591.) 

St.  Ambrose,  who  flourised  A.D.  385,  speaking  to  the 
Emperor  Gratian,  in  the  name  of  the  Council  of  Aquileia, 
assembled  from  almost  all  the  provinces  of  the  West,  says : 
"  Your  clemency  was  to  be  entreated  not  to  suffer  the  Eoman 
Church,  the  head  of  the  whole  Eoman  world,  and  that  sacred 
faith  of  the  Apostles,  to  be  thrown  into  disturbance.  From 
thence,  as  from  a  fountain  head,  the  rights  of  venerable 
communion  flow  unto  all."  (Mansi,  torn,  iv.,  622.) 

The  same  Saint,  on  many  occasions,  maintained  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  Roman  See,  and  in  a  funeral  sermon  on  his 
brother  Satyrus,  eulogized  the  zeal  of  the  deceased  in  the  cause 
of  the  Roman  See,  and  declared  that  it  was  commendable  in 
him  that,  from  all  whom  he  chanced  to  meet,  it  was  his  custom 
to  enquire  whether  they  were  in  communion  with  the  See  of 
Peter;  and  if  he  found  they  were  not,  he  rebuked  them,  because 
he  considered  that  thereby  they  had  cut  themselves  loose  from 
the  communion  of  the  whole  Church. 

Again,  speaking  of  the  passage,  "Thou  art  Peter,"  he  says  : 
"  Because,  therefore,  Christ,  by  His  own  authority,  gave  the 
kingdom,  could  he  not  confirm  this  man's  faith  ?  whom,  when 
He  calls  him  the  Rock,  He  indicates  as  tho  foundation  of  the 
Church."  (De  fide,  lib.  iv.,  5.) 

And  again,  "  This  is  that  Peter  to  whom  He  said,  c  Thou 
art  Peter,'  &c.  Therefore,  ivhere  Peter  is,  there  is  the  Church; 
where  the  Church  is,  there  is  no  death,  but  eternal  life."  (In 
Psal.  xi.) 
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Iii  like  manner  St.  Jerome,  A.D.  399:  "  But  you  say  the 
Church  is  founded  upon  Peter,  although  in  another  place  this 
self-same  thing  takes  place  upon  all  the  Apostles,  and  all 
receive  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  and  the  strength 
of  the  Church  is  consolidated  equally  upon  them;  neverthe 
less,  for  this  reason,  out  of  the  twelve  one  is  selected,  that  by 
the  appointment  of  a  head,  the  occasion  of  schism  may  be 
taken  away."  (Adv.  Jovin.  torn,  ii.,  279.) 

"I  speak  with  the  successor  of  the  fisherman,  and  the 
disciple  of  the  Cross.  I,  who  follow  none  as  my  chief  but 
Christ,  am  associated  in  communion  with  thy  Blessedness, 
that  is,  with  the  See  of  Peter.  On  that  rock  the  Church  is 
built,  I  know.  Whoso  shall  eat  the  Lamb  outside  that  house 
is  profane.  Whoso  gathereth  not  with  thee,  scattereth — that 
is,  he  who  is  not  of  Christ  is  of  Antichrist."  (To  Damasus. 
Ep.  15.) 

St.  Augustine  says  (A.D.  400),  to  a  Manichean:  "I  am 
held,  in  the  Catholic  Church,  by  the  consent  of  nations 
and  of  races;  by  authority  begun  in  miracles,  nurtured  in 
hope,  attaining  its  growth  in  charity,  established  in  antiquity. 
I  am  held  by  the  succession  of  Bishops  clown  to  the  present 
Episcopate  from  the  very  See  of  Peter  the  Apostle,  to  whom 
the  Lord,  after  His  resurrection,  intrusted  His  sheep  to  be  fed. 
Lastly,  I  am  held  by  the  very  name  of  Catholic."  (Tom.  viii. 
153.) 

And  to  another  Manichean:  "Shall  we  then  hesitate  to 
hide  ourselves  in  the  bosom  of  the  Church,  which,  even  by  the 
confession  of  the  human  race,  hath  obtained  possession  of 
supreme  authority  from  the  Apostolic  See,  by  the  succession 
of  Bishops,  while  heretics  in  vain  have  been  condemned  partly 
by  the  weight  of  councils,  partly,  also,  by  the  majesty  of  mira 
cles  ?"  (De  Utilit.  Cred.  17.) 

"  You  know  what  the  Catholic  Church  is,  and  what  that  is 
which  is  cut  off  from  the  vine ;  if  there  are  any  among  you 
cautious,  let  them  come;  let  them  find  life  in  the  root.  Come, 
brethren,  if  you  wish  to  be  engrafted  in  the  vine;  a  grief  it  is 
when  we  see  you  lying  thus  cut  off.  Number  the  Bishops  even 
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from  the  very  seat  of  Peter,  and  see  every  succession  in  that 
line  of  Fathers  ;  that  is  the  Rock,  which  the  proud  gates  of  hell 
prevail  not  against"  (Ps.  in  Donatistas,  Tom.  ix.  7.) 

"He  saith  to  Peter,  in  whose  single  person  he  cast  the  mould 
of  His  Church  :  '  Peter,  lovest  thou  me  ?"  (Serin,  cxxxvii.  3, 
torn,  v.,  664,)  He  disposes  in  a  summary  manner  of  the  reason 
ing  and  sophistries  of  the  Pelagians  by  reminding  them  that  the 
councils  had  already  referred  their  case  to  Kome,  and  that 
answer  has  been  returned,  and  the  matter  ended  by  the  doctrinal 
authority  of  the  Holy  See  :  Causa  finita  est  utinam  aliquando 
finirstur  error"  were  his  memorable  words — "  the  case  is  ended, 
would  that  the  error  also  would  be  brought  to  an  end." 

St.  Cyril,  who  wrote  in  A.D,  444,  alluding  to  his  relations 
with  Xestorius,  thus  addresses  Pope  Celestine  :  "  We  did  not 
publicly  break  off  all  intercourse  Vith  Nestorius  before  advis 
ing  with  your  Holiness.  We  therefore  conjure  you  to  acquaint 
us  with  your  desire,  that  we  may  make  it  our  rule  of  conduct, 
and  may  know7,  beyond  the  shadow  of  a  doubt,  whether  in.  future 
we  are  to  hold  correspondence  with  him,  or  dissolve  at  once  all 
connection.  For  as  members  of  the  mystical  body  of  the  Church, 
it  is  incumbent  on  us  to  follow7  our  head,  the  Ptoman  Pontiff, 
who  holds  in  trust  the  deposit  of  Apostolic  faith.  From  him  we 
must  learn  what  we  are  bound  to  BELIEVE,  THINK  AND  HOLD. 
(Hardouin  viii.  1829  P.) 

St.  Cyril  was  certainly  an  Ultramontane  of  the  most  advanced 
stamp,  and  was  a  thorough  partisan  and  advocate  of  Papal 
Infallibility.  Archbishop  Maiming  himself  is  not  more  out 
spoken. 

St  Peter  Chrysologus  (450)  writes  to  the  heresiarch  Euty- 
ches  :  "We  entreat  you  to  hearken  especially  to  the  decision  of 
the  Pope  at  Eome,  and  to  abide  with  all  readiness  by  his  final 
sentence,  because  Peter,  who  lives  and  governs  his  own  See, 
returns  to  those  who  consult  him  the  truth  of  faith!'  (Epist. 
ad  Eutych.  inter  acta  Eph.  Con.) 

The  Church  of  Spain,  A.D.  465,  wrote  to  Pope  Hilary: 
"  We  rely  on  that  faith  whose  encomium  was  pronounced  by 
the  Apostle,  and  wait  for  an  answer  from  that  See  whose  decrees 
have  never  been  tainted  with  error." 
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St.  Avitus  (A.  D.  494,)  writing  to  Pope  Hormisdas,  says  : 
"  Whilst  you  see  that  it  is  suitable  to  the  state  of  religion  and 
to  the  full  rules  of  the  Catholic  faith,  that  the  ever  watchful 
care  of  your  exhortation  should  inform  the  flock  committed 
to  you  throughout  all  the  members  of  the  Universal  Church, 
as  to  the  devotion  of  all  Gaul,  I  will  promise  that  all  are 
watching  for  your  sentence  respecting  the  state  of  the  faith." 
(Mansi  viii.  408.) 

And  to  Senarius,  Count  of  the  Patrimony  of  Theodoric,. 
"You  know  that  it  is  one  of  the  laws  regarding  Councils,  that 
in  things  which  pertain  to  the  state  of  the  Church,  if  any 
doubt  arises  we  should,  as  obedient  members,  recur  to  the 
Supreme  Bishop  of  the  Eoman  Church  as  to  our  head.  (Gal- 
landi  x.  726.) 

The  above  authorities  are  all  of  the  first  five  centuries,  when,, 
according  to  our  adversaries,  the  church  was  in  its  golden 
purity. 

But  space  warns  us  to  bring  our  quotations  to  a  close,  and 
we  the  more  freely  do  so  as  the  testimonies  from  General  Coun 
cils,  and  from  the  Popes  themselves,  to  be  adduced  in  the 
sequel,  corroborate,  in  the  most  striking  and  convincing  manner, 
the  evidence  given  by  the  venerable  and  saintly  witnesses  Ave 
have  summoned,  as  to  the  prevalence  in  their  day  of  the  doctrine 
under  consideration ;  the  whole  forming  a  body  of  cumulative 
evidence  on  the  subject  which  cannot  be  rejected  unless  we  be 
prepared  to  disbelieve  all  authentic  history.  We  shall  allow 
two  other  witnesses  to  speak,  and  then  shall  close  this  part  of 
our  inquiry. 

The  venerable  Bede  bears  witness  to  the  faith  in  the  seventh 
and  eighth  centuries,  when  he  says :  "  For  this  blessed  Peter,  in 
a  special  way,  has  received  the  keys  ol  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven^ 
and  the  headship  of  judicial  power,  that  all  believers  throughout 
the  world  may  understand  that  whosoever  in  any  way  separate 
themselves  from  the  unity  of  his  faith,  or  of  his  Society,  such 
are  not  able  to  be  absolved  from  the  bonds  of  their  sins,  nor  to 
enter  the  threshold  of  the  heavenly  kingdom."  (Homily  on  St. 
Peter.) 
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The  great  Archbishop  Hincmar,  who  flourished  in  the 
ninth  century,  says  :  "  In  that  See,  the  Lord  presiding,  as  on 
his  own  throne;  examines  the  acts  of  others,  and  dispenses 
all  wonderfully  as  from  His  own  seat."  And  again : 

"  We  Catholic  Bishops  decree  and  judge  all  things  according 
to  the  sacred  Canons  and  the  decrees  of  the  Pontiffs  of  the 
Apostolic  See ;  the  Apostolic  See  and  the  Catholic  Church,  in 
our  persons,  that  are  created  Bishops  in  the  stead  of  Apostles, 
in  ordering  orders  with  us,  and  in  decreeing  canonically  decrees 
with  us  and  in  judging  judges  together  with  us.  And  we  who 
execute  the  sacred  canons  and  the  decrees  of  the  Pontiffs  of  the 
Eoman  See,  under  the  judgment  of  the  Apostolic  Eock  itself, 
being  in  this  nothing  else  but  supporters  of  those  who  judge 
with  justice,  and  executors  of  righteous  judgments,  pay  obedi 
ence  to  the  Holy  Spirifc,  who  hath  spoken  through  them,  and  to 
the  Apostolic  See,  from  which  the  stream  of  religion,  and 
ecclesiastical  orders  and  canonical  judgments,  have  flowed 
forth."  (Hincmar,  quoted  by  Thomassin  Disc.  De  1'Eglise,  part 
I.  lib.  c  5.) 

It  were  easy,  if  required,  to  give  a  chain  of  unimpeachable 
witnesses  to  this  doctrine,  beginning  with  Archbishop  Hinc 
mar,  in  the  ninth  century,  and  stretching  down  through  the 
ages  to  our  time,  including  the  teachings  of  Bishops,  Scholas 
tic  Theologians  and  Universities  ;  but  few  will  have  the  hardi 
hood  to  deny,  in  the  face  of  history,  that  the  doctrine  was 
taught  and  believed  from  that  period  to  the  present  day.  A 
sufficient  number  of  Patristic  testimonies  is  given  to  prove 
that  Papal  Infallibility  is  not  a  novelty,  but  was  always  held 
and  taught  and  believed  by  the  Church  from  the  very  begin 
ning,  and  is  therefore  of  Apostolic  origin  and  authority,  accord 
ing  to  the  maxim  of  St.  Augustine :  "  That  which  the  Univer 
sal  Church  holds,  which  has  been  always  retained,  and  not  insti 
tuted  by  Councils,  is  justly  believed  to  have  been  no  otherwise 
transmitted  than  by  Apostolic  authority."  (De  Bap.  Contra  Don.) 
The  Fathers  cited  testify  that  in  their  day  and  generation  this 
was  the  undoubted  belief ;  that  it  was  taught  and  acted  upon 
in  the  first  five  centuries  of  the  Christian  era,  as  well  as  in  the 
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ages  that  succeeded.  St.  Irenseus,  Tertullian,  Saints  Ambrose, 
Jerome,  Augustine,  John  Chrysostom,  Basil,  Gregory  of  Nazian- 
zum,  Cyril,  and  a  whole  cloud  of  saintly  witnesses,  many  of  whom 
sealed  their  faith  by  the  testimony  of  their  blood,  unanimously 
testify  to  this  fact.  We  must  either  accept  their  testimony  or 
reject  all  history  as  an  imposition  on  human  credulity.  It  is 
true  many  of  them  do  not  say  in  the  same  explicit  terms  as 
does  the  Council  of  the  Vatican,  that  the  Pope  is  infallible 
when  teaching  faith  and  morals  to  the  Universal  Church,  but 
they  assume  this  doctrine  as  an  incontrovertible  fact,  admitted 
by  all ;  otherwise  their  words  would  be  utterly  meaningless,  and 
the  fundamental  sense  of  language  must  be  abandoned. 

According  to  Protestants,  the  Church,  during  the  first  five 
centuries,  was  pure  and  undefiled  by  error.  But  this  doctrine, 
as  we  have  seen,  prevailed  in  the  aforesaid  centuries  :  there 
fore  it  must  be  true.  On  this  point  let  us  hear  Salonius,  who 
flourished  in  the  fifth  century  :  "  Remove  not  the  ancient  land 
marks  which  thy  Fathers  set.  (Prov.  xxiii.)  By  the  ancient 
landmarks  he  means  the  landmarks  of  truth  and  of  faith  which 
the  Catholic  doctors  have  set  from  the  beginning.  Thus,  there 
fore,  does  he  enjoin  that  no  one  understand  the  truth  of  sacred 
faith  and  of  evangelical  doctrine  otherwise  than  it  has  been 
transmitted  by  the  Holy  Fathers."  (Explan.  Myst.  in  Prov.) 
Besides,  the  above-cited  Fathers  have,  as  interpreters  of  Holy 
Writ,  unanimously  understood  it  as  proving  Papal  Infallibility. 
This  interpretation  is  therefore  true,  and  must  be  accepte,d  by 
all  Catholics,  for  the  Council  of  Trent  commands  us  to  interpret 
the  Holy  Scriptures  only  according  to  the  unanimous  consent 
of  the  Fathers. 


TESTIMONY  OF  THE  POPES  THEMSELVES. 

It  has  been  affirmed  by  some  opponents  of  the  doctrine  of 
Infallibility,  that  the  declarations  of  the  Popes  themselves  are 
of  but  little  weight,  inasmuch  as  they  may  claim  the  preroga 
tive;  because,  say  they,  as  men  they  would  be  apt  to  exaggerate 
their  own  authority. 
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In  refutation  of  this  view,  it  must  be  considered  that  the 
Popes  held  the  first  rank  among  the^JRishnp^  and  t>>Pr  jjrnn^y 
over  the  entire  Church,  and  that  this  distinction  is  to  be  accorded 
to'ffiem,  even  if  it  were  possible  to  refuse  to  them  the  preroga- 
tive^oTTSaffiBility.  It  is  our  intent ion^to^ cite,  in  this  section, 
suchToT  them  as  claimed  infallibility  down  to  the  date  of  the 
Eastern  Schism.  These  were  all  personally  holy  men;  and 
most  of  them  were  also  illustrious  for  their  learning.  These 
reasons  of  themselves  would  justify  the  inference  that  selfish 
considerations  would  not  induce  them  to  put  forth  claims  which 
were  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  Gospel.  But  in  quoting  these 
Popes,  we  must  place  upon  their  testimony  a  higher  value  than 
that  which  they  possess  from  their  personal  character.  The  Fathers 
and  Councils  style  the  POJWMT^BSUE^^ 

Their  teachings,  then,  are  the  authentic  expression  of  what  the 
Church  believed,  having  received  it  from  the  Apostles  as  Apos 
tolic  doctrine.  There  is  no  other  way  to  account  for  the  fact 
that  their  claims  were  received  with  submission  by  both  cleigy 
and  people — no  other  way  to  explain  why  even  General  Coun 
cils  referred  to  them,  for  final  decision,  all  controversies  of  faith. 

The  first  Pontiff  whom  we  shall  here  quote  is  Damasus,  who 
ruled  the  Church  from  A.  D.  366  to  A.D.  384.  He  condemned 
the  Macedonians  and  Apollinarians  in  a  Eoman  Council,  A.  D.. 
369,  and  also  in  the  profession  of  faith  which  he  sent  to  Pan- 
linus,  Patriarch  of  Antioch.  He  also  says,  in  his  letter  to  the 
Oriental  Bishops,  that  this  condemnation  had  deprived  the  doc 
trines  of  Apollinaris  of  whatever  plausibility  they  might  have 
had,  and  that  whosoever  would  adopt  them  would  ruin  their 
souls,  as  they  would  be  in  opposition  to  the  universal  rule  of 
the  Church.  This  letter  was  acknowledged  by  the  Synod  of 
Antioch,  composed  of  representatives  of  all  the  Eastern  Bishops, 
and  they  subscribed  to  the  profession  contained  therein,thereby 
acknowledging  that  the  definition  of  Pope  Damasus  constituted 
a  rule  of  the  Universal  Church  ;  which  would  not  be  the  case 
if  the  Pope's  doctrinal  definitions  were  not  infallible. 

Innocent  I.  was  Pontiff  from  A.D.  402  to  A.D.  417.  During 
this  period  the  Councils  of  Carthage  and  Mile  vis  condemned 
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the  Pelagian  heresy,  but  sent  their  decree  to  Innocent  I.,  so  that 
their  sentence  might  be  confirmed  by  him,  and  thus  rendered 
final  and  infallible.  The  Pontiff,  in  his  reply  to  the  Counci)  of 
Carthage,  praises  their  action,  and  thus  gives  his  reason  : 

"  Because  the  Fathers  of  the  Church,  acting  upon  divine, 
not  human  principles,  have  ordained  that  no  matter  of  impor 
tance  which  has  arisen,  even  in  the  most  distant  provinces  of 
the  Church,  should  be  finally  disposed  of  until  it  has  been 
referred  to  the  Apostolic  See,  that  the  just  sentence  might  be 
confirmed  by  the  weight  of  its  authority.  For  from  the  Roman 
Church  all  churches  must  learn  the  doctrine  to  which  they  must 
cleave,  and  what  they  must  abhor,  as  streams  are  derived  from 
the  fountain  head,  and  carry  the  pure  water  to  all  the  regions 
of  the  world."  (Epist.  xxix.  n.  1.) 

A  similar  letter  was  written  by  the  same  Pope  to  the  Coun 
cil  of  Milevis,  in  which  he  mentions  what  those  causes  are 
which  should  be  referred  to  the  Eoman  Pontiff  : 

1st.  Whenever  the  matter  regards  faith.  "  Quoties  fidei 
ratio  ventilatur" 

2nd.  When  Ecclesiastical  causes  are  difficult  of  decision. 
"  Super  anxiis  rebus  quce  sit  tenenda  sentential 

As  the  Apostolic  and  Eoman  Church  is  here  declared  to  be 
the  fountain  head  of  pure  doctrine,  the  infallibility  of  the  Roman 
See  is  unmistakably  pronoun 3ed  by  this  great  Pontiff;  and 
indeed,  so  far  are  the  African  Bishops  from  considering  his 
claim  as  an  exaggeration  of  his  authority,  that  two  hundred 
years  later  these  very  words  were  quoted  by  them  in  a  letter  to 
Pope  Theodore,  as  attesting  his  infallible  authority. 

The  next  Pope,  Zosimus  (417-418),  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
Synod  of  Carthage,  dated  26th  March,  418,  in  which  he  says: 

"The  tradition  of  the  Fathers  attributed  such  an  authority 
to  the  Apostolic  See,  that  its  judgments  are  not  to  be  disputed 
by  any  man,  and  such  has  always  been  the  law  and  the  practice 
of  the  Church;  and  this  power  is  enjoyed  by  all  who,  by  God's 
permission,  inherit  that  See." 

He  continues :  "  So  great  is  the  authority  committed  to  us 
that  no  one  can  refuse  assent  to  our  decision."  The  Synod 


(acknowledging  the  authority  of  the  Pope's  letter)  sent  to  him 
for  approval  the  decrees  which  it  had  drawn  up  against  the 
Pelagian  heresy;  and  after  Zosimus  approved  of  them,  we  have 
the  testimony  of  St.  Prosper,  that  the  whole  world  condemned 
Pelagianism.  (Chronicon  an.  418.) 

Certainly  the  claim  of  Infallibility  of  the  Holy  See  in  mat 
ters  of  faith  could  not  be  more  clearly  stated ;  for  Zosimus 
declares  that  its  judgments  are  not  to  be  disputed ;  and  whereas 
the  Bishops,  so  far  from  repudiating  the  claim,  submit  their 
decrees  to  his  final  decision,  they  tacitly  acknowledge  that  the 
claim  is  legitimate.  If  the  claim  had  been  a  usurpation  of 
authority,  it  would  have  been  their  duty  to  have  resisted  it ; 
but  if  it  was  an  Apostolic  tradition,  then  their  silent  acquies 
cence  is  easily  understood,  as  they  must  have  been  convinced 
that  they  were  to  accept  of,  and  not  to  sit  in  judgment  on,  the 
decrees  of  the  Roman  Pontiff. 

Xystus  III.,  whose  Pontificate  began  A.D.  432  and  ended 
440,  had  occasion  to  congratulate  John,  Patriarch  of  Antioch, 
on  his  return  to  Catholic  union,  after  the  Council  of  Ephesus 
had  condemned  the  errors  of  Nestorius.  In  this  letter  the  Holy 
Pontiff  declares  that  the  rule  of  the  Popes  is  the  rule  of  Peter, 
and  the  doctrine  of  the  Popes  the  doctrine  of  Peter.  These  are 
his  words :  "  You  have  learned  by  the  result  of  this  business 
what  it  is  to  agree  in  sentiments  with  us.  The  blessed  Apostle 
St.  Peter,  in  his  successors,  has  handed  down  what  he  received. 
Who  would  separate  himself  from  the  doctrine  of  him  whom 
the  Master  himself  declared  to  be  first  among  the  Apostles  ?" 

This  doctrine  evidently  implies  Infallibility. 

Pope  Leo  I.,  illustrious  for  sanctity  and  learning,  ruled  the 
Church  from  440  to  461.  In  his  96th  sermon  he  declares  that 
the  Holy  See  had  never  been  profaned  with  heresy ;  this  being 
•due  to  the  teaching  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 

In  Sermon  3rd  he  says  :  "  The  firmness  of  that  faith  which 
was  commended  in  the  Chief  of  the  Apostles  is  everlasting,  and 
as  what  Peter  confessed  in  Christ  is  permanent,  so  also  is  what 
Christ  instituted  in  Peter ;  because  that  solidity  which  Peter 
himself,  made  a  rock,  received  from  the  rock  Christ,  passed  as  a 
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legacy  to  his  successors."  In  the  same  sermon  he  says  that 
through  his  lips  St.  Peter  speaks,  and  that  what  he  teaches  St. 
Peter  preaches. 

The  same  Pontiff,  in  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Fathers 
assembled  in  General  Council  at  Chalcedon,  intimates  that  as 
the  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation  of  our  Lord  is  sufficiently  declared 
in  his  dogmatic  letter  to  Flavian,  they  should  not  debate  it ;  and 
in  his  letter  to  Theodore t,  he  "rejoices  that  the  Universal  Church 
assembled  at  Chalcedon  had  received  what  God  had  denned 
through  his  Ministry,  thus  manifesting  the  perfect  agreement 
of  the  members  with  the  head." 

This  great  Pontiff  then,  is  very  clear  in  claiming  that  his 
teaching  is  necessarily  the  doctrine  of  St.  Peter,  received  from 
our  Lord,  as  the  firmness  of  the  Eoman  See  comes  from  our 
Lord  himself  appointing  St.  Peter  his  predecessor,  the  rock  of 
the  Church.  Now,  surely  the  Bishops  assembled  in  General 
Council,  the  Fathers  of  the  Church,  and  the  Catholic  people 
would  not  have  suffered  this  claim  to  pass  unchallenged,  if  it 
had  not  been  practically  acknowledged  already  as  the  doctrine 
of  the  Church,  received  from  the  Apostles. 

Pope  Simplicius  ruled  the  Church  from  468  to  483.  In  a 
letter  to  the  Emperor  Zeno,  he  claims  that  St.  Peter's  successors 
necessarily  preserve  the  purity  of  the  faith  committed  to  St. 
Peter  by  our  Lord.  These  are  his  words  :  (l  This  and  the  same 
rule  of  Apostolic  doctrine  is  always  permanent  in  the  successors 
of  him  whom  the  Lord  entrusted  with  the  care  of  all  the  flock ; 
to  whom  he  promised  that  he  would  be  forever  with  him  till 
the  end  of  the  world  ;  against  whom,  he  said,  the  gates  of  hell 
shall  never  prevail,  and  whose  judgment  would  hinder  that  to 
be  loosed  in  Heaven  which  he  had  bound  upon  the  earth." 

Pope  Gelasius,  Pontiff  from  492  to  496,  maintained  the 
supreme  authority  of  the  Holy  See  against  the  persecuting 
Emperor  Anastasius.  After  stating  that  the  faith  must  be  one, 
pure  and  immaculate  in  the  whole  Church,  he  says :  "This  the 
Apostolic  See  so  anxiously  guards,  that  the  faith  be  not  defiled 
by  perversity  or  contagion ;  for  the  glorious  confession  of  the 
Apostle  is  its  root  for  the  whole  world.  For  if  (which  God 
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avert,  and  which  we  trust  cannot  occur)  such  a  thing  should 
happen,  how  should  we  dare  to  oppose  error,  or  hope  to  correct 
the  erring  ?" 

Again,  the  same  Pope,  in  his  Epistle  xiv.,  sent  to  the  Eastern 
Church,  says :  "There  in  Eome,  as  Peter  shone  conspicuous  for 
power  of  doctrine,  so,  after  his  glorious  blood-shedding,  does  he 
repose  in  a  place  of  everlasting  rest,  granting  to  the  See  which 
he  himself  blessed  the  privilege  that,  according  to  the  Lord's 
promise,  it  be  never  overcome  by  the  gates  of  hell ;  that  it  be 
the  safe  harbor  for  all  who  are  tempest-tossed.  Let  all  who 
despise  this  See  consider  what  excuse  they  will  be  able  to  plead 
at  the  day  of  judgment." 

Again,  in  his  decree  concerning  apocryphal  writings,  the 
same  Pope  says  :  "  The  Koman  Church  is  the  principal  See  of 
the  Apostle  St.  Peter,  and  it  has  no  spot,  no  wrinkle,  nor  any 
such  thing." 

These  are  the  words  with  which  St.  Paul  speaks  of  the 
Universal  Church,  and  St.  Gelasius  employs  them  as  being- 
applicable  to  the  Koman  Church,  against  which,  as  he  says  in 
the  previous  quotation,  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail.  These 
assertions  certainly  imply  that  the  same  prerogative  of  Infalli 
bility  which  the  Church  Universal  possesses,  rests  in  the  Eoman 
See. 

Pope  Horniisdas,  whose  Pontificate  began  514  and  ended 
523,  sent  to  the  Eastern  Church  a  formulary  of  faith,  which 
received  the  signatures  both  of  the  Eastern  and  the  Western 
Bishops  in  the  Eighth  Ecumenical  Council.  Amongst  those 
who  signed  it  were  the  Patriarchs  of  Constantinople,  John, 
Epiphanius  and  Mennas,  and  the  Emperor  Justinian.  As  this 
formulary  contains  a  clear  declaratioiyof  Papal  Infallibility  in 
matters  of  faith,  it  follows  that  this  doctrine  was  at  this  time 
practically  adopted  by  the  whole  Church,  so  that  its  definition 
in  1870  was  not  the  introduction  of  any  novelty.  In  the  for 
mulary  in  question,  Hormisdas  asserts  that  the  Catholic  faith 
was  always  preserved  pure  in  the  Eoman  See.  And  this  state 
ment  is  not  merely  historical,  but  dogmatical,  for  it  is  stated  to 
be  the  consequence  of  the  Divine  promise :  "Thou  art  Peter,and 
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upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  Church,  and  the  gates  of  hell 
shall  not  prevail  against  it."     The  formulary  is  as  follows : 

"  The  first  step  to  salvation  is  to  keep  the  rule  of  faith,  and 
by  no  means  deviate  from  the  constitutions  of  the  Fathers, 
because  we  may  by  no  means  disregard  the  words  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  who  said :  "  Thou  art  Peter,  &c." 

"  These  things  which  were  said  are  proved  by  their  effects, 
for  in  the  Apostolic  See  the  faith  has  always  been  preserved 
without  spot.  Therefore,  wishing  never  to  be  separated  from 
this  See  in  hope  and  faith,  and  following  in  all  things  the  con 
stitutions  of  the  Fathers,  we  hope  to  be  worthy  to  be  with  you 
in  that  one  communion  which  the  Apostolic  See  supports,  and 
in  which  the  whole  and  true  solidity  of  Christian  faith  is  found. 
And  we  promise,  also,  not  to  mention  during  the  sacred  myste 
ries,  the  names  of  those  who  are  deprived  of  the  Communion  of 
the  Catholic  Church ;  that  is  to  say,  of  those  who  do  not  agree 
with  the  Apostolic  See." 

The  letters  of  Hormisdas  very  frequently  imply  the  same 
doctrine,  as  if  it  were  a  matter  of  course  that  to  be  a  Catholic 
we  must  be  in  communion  with  the  Apostolic  See  ;  and  that,  if 
we  are  condemned  thereby,  we  are  thus  excommunicated  from 
the  Church  of  Christ. 

Thus,  in  his  letter  to  Avitus  he  says :  "  We  know  that  Euty- 
ches  and  Nestorius  were  condemned  by  the  authority  of  Apos 
tolic — that  is  to  say,  of  Catholic  sentence."  These  declarations 
are  not  confined  to  his  letters  to  the  Western  Bishops,  but  are 
found  also  in  his  writings  to  the  Eastern  Bishops,  thus  showing 
that  his  authority  extends  over  the  whole  Church,  Eastern  as 
well  as  Western. 

In  his  Letter  62,  ad  Legates,  he  instructs  his  legates  to 
declare  to  the  Bishop  of  Thessalonica,  that  he  ought  to  receive 
doctrine  at  the  hands  of  the  Apostolic  See,  and  to  learn  from  the 
Pope  at  Rome  the  explanation  of  his  difficulties  and  doubts,  for 
in  this  way  he  will  prove  himself  a  true  Catholic. 

To  John,  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  he  writes  that  he 
should,  "  without  hesitation,  follow  the  judgments  of  the  Apos 
tolic  See,  whose  faith  he  professed  to  embrace." 
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During  this  Pontificate  the  Monophysites  (who  taught 
that  in  Christ  made  man,  the  divine  and  human  natures 
became  blended  into  one)  attracted  considerable  notice.  Jus 
tinian,  then  administrator  of  the  State,  afterwards  Emperor, 
sent  to  Eome  a  special  Ambassador  to  supplicate  the  Pope  to 
pronounce  a  decision  which  would  make  certain  what  should  be 
believed  concerning  this  matter.  He  therefore  begs  of  the  Pope 
to  make  his  children  sure  as  soon  as  possible;  "  for  we  believe 
that  to  be  Catholic,  which  will  be  declared  by  your  religious 
judgment."  This  shows  that  Papal  Infallibility  was  the  doc 
trine  of  the  East  as  well  as  the  West ;  for  the  Emperor  here 
speaks  in  the  name  of  the  whole  Eastern  Church. 

Vigilius  was  Pope  from  538  to  553.  Like  Innocent  I.,  he 
insists  that  causes  of  faith  must  be  brought  to  the  Apostolic  See 
for  final  settlement.  (Ep.  vii.) 

Pope  Pelagius  IT.  (from  578  to  590)  anathematized  all  who 
refused  to  submit  to  the  faith  defined  at  Chalcedon,  and  taught 
by  Leo  I.  This  duty,  he  tells  us,  arises  from  its  being  founded 
on  Peter,  whose  faith  cannot  be  shaken  or  changed.  "The 
truth  cannot  lie,  nor  can  the  faith  of  Peter  be  shaken  or  changed  : 
for  as  the  Devil  seeks  to  sift  all  the  Disciples,  our  Lord  testifies 
that  He  prayed  for  Peter  only,  and  that  by  him  he  wished  the 
rest  to  be  confirmed."  (Ep.  V.  Pelagii  II.) 

And  on  these  words  of  Christ  he  rests  his  own  obligation 
to  confirm  the  brethren,  and  lead  them  to  what  is  right. 

Gregory  I.  (the  Great,)  Pope  from  A.  D.  590  to  604,  also 
claims  that  causes  of  faith  must  be  reserved  for  his  supreme 
judgment.  (See  letters  50,  53  and  54.)  And  in  the  last  cited 
epistle  to  the  Bishops  of  Gaul,  he  states  that  the  reason  of  this 
reservation  is  "because  our  certain  decision  will  teminate  the 
cause." 

The  same  Pontiff  says:  (in  L.  IV.  Ep.  38\)  "  Inasmuch,  then, 
as  from  my  unmistakable  teaching  and  profession,  you  know 
our  fidelity,  it  is  proper  you  should  entertain  no  further  scruple 
or  doubt  concerning  the  Church  of  St.  Peter,  the  Prince  of  the 
Apostles ;  but  fix  firmly  your  life  in  the  true  faith,  and  in  the 
rock  of  the  Church,  which  is  made  firm  in  the  confession  of  St. 
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Peter,  the  Prince  of  the  Apostles."  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
the  same  great  Pontiff  calls  the- Apostolic  See  the  "head  of 
faith."  Now,  it  is  the  province  of  the  head  to  guide  and  regu 
late,  and  it  would  be  an  incongruity  for  a  fallible  authority  to 
guide  and  regulate  faith  which  is  divine. 

The  Monothelite  heresy  was  solemnly  condemned  by  Popes 
Severinus  and  John  IV.  in  two  Roman  Synods  held  in  the  years 
639  and  640 ;  also  by  Pope  Theodore  in  648,  and  by  Martin  I. 
in  649  ;  and  the  decrees  of  these  Pontiffs  were  regarded  as  of 
such  authority,  that  before  the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Council  was 
held,  the  Bishops,  in  their  profession  of  faith  before  they  were 
consecrated,  were  obliged  to  declare  that  they  received,  unre 
servedly,  the  decrees  of  these  four  Popes,  and  condemned  what 
ever  their  decrees  condemned  ;  thus  showing  that  the  Holy  See 
possessed  the  right  of  infallibly  deciding  doctrine. 

In  fact,  at  the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Council  itself,  the  Synodi- 
cal  letters  of  the  Bishops  of  every  part  of  the  world  spoke  of 
the  Roman  See,  and  of  the  Pope,  as  being  the  true  foundation 
of  faith,  the  teacher  of  truth,  the  centre  of  Catholic  doctrine. 

When  the  Emperor  Constantino  Pogonatus  proposed  to  Pope 
Agatho  the  assembling  of  the  Sixth  General  Council,  the  Pope 
was  pleased  with  this  evidence  of  his  Catholic  spirit,  but  lie 
certainly  did  not  consider  that  this  Council  should  modify  any 
doctrinal  decisions  of  the  Popes  ;  for  he  instructed  his  legates 
to  enforce  in  the  Council  the  traditional  doctrine  of  his  Apos 
tolic  See,  which,  he  said,  was  not  to  be  increased,  diminished  or 
changed.  The  reason  he  gives  this  instruction  is  openly  said  by 
him  to  be,  that  "the  Roman  Church  is,  under  Peter's  protection, 
free  from  all  error."  (Letter  to  Const.  Pogonatus.)  He  declares 
further,  that  all  who  reject  the  doctrine  which  he  propounds  are 
enemies  of  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  confession,  and  subject 
to  condemnation ;  and  that  all  orthodox  Fathers  and  General 
Councils  had  always  venerated  the  teachings  of  the  Roman  See, 
and  had  faithfully  adhered  to  it, 

The  same  Pontiff,  in  the  letter  already  cited,  declares  that 
"the  Roman  See,  under  St.  Peter's  protection,  had  never  turned 
from  the  way  of  truth  into  the  path  of  error."  Again,  repeating 
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this  statement,  he  says  that  it  was  the  "  grace  of  God  which  so* 
preserved  the  Apostolic  Se"e  from  error  and  heretical  novelties  : 
so  that  the  Roman  See  remains  from  the  very  beginning  of 
Christianity  with  doctrine  unpolluted,  as  she  received  it  from 
her  founders,  the  Princes  of  the  Apostles  of  Christ;  for  our  Lord 
and  Saviourgave  this  divine  promise  to  the  chief  of  His  disciples, 
as  we  find  recorded  in  the  Holy  Gospels,"  (S.  Luke  xxii.,  31,) 
where  the  promise  is  made  to  Peter  that  his  faith  should  not  fail. 

Leo  II.,  his  successor  (682  to  683)  approves  of  the  acts  of 
the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Council ;  and  he  declares  his  chief  reason 
to  be,  while  so  doing,  because  he  finds  it  conformable  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  Apostolic  See  ;  so  that  he  exhibits  the  Apostolic 
See  as  the  authentic  organ  of  Apostolic  teaching.  He  says  : 
"Since  the  holy  universal  and  great  Sixth  Synod  has  followed  in 
everything  the  Apostolic  doctrine  of  the  most  eminent  Fathers, 
and  since  it  preached  the  same  definition  of  the  right  of  faith, 
which  the  Apostolic  See  of  the  Holy  Apostle  Peter  received  with 
veneration,  therefore  we,  and  through  our  exercise  of  our  office 
of  this  venerable  Apostolic  See,  give  full  consent  to  the  things 
contained  in  the  definition  of  faith,"  &c.  (Relatio  ad  Constan- 
tinum.) 

Pope  Nicholas  I.  (A.  D.  867  to  872)  is  the  next  whom  we 
shall  quote.  When  Photius  was  striving  to  separate  the  East 
ern  Church  from  its  allegiance  to  the  Pope,  he  reminded  Pho 
tius  that  the  Papal  authority  is  above  the  Ecumenical  Councils 
themselves,  which  derive  their  strength  from  the  authority  of 
the  Pope.  He  adds  :  "  All  the  faithful  seek  the  true  doctrine, 
and  obtain  integrity  of  faith  from  this  same  Holy  Roman 
Church,  which  is  the  head  of  all  the  Churches."  (Letter  VI.  to 
Photius.) 

In  his  Letter  8  to  the  Emperor  Michael,  he  says  that  no  one 
can  call  again  into  question  that  which  the  Apostolic  See  has 
decided,  and  that  no  one  can  judge  its  judgments. 

We  have  already  quoted  the  formulary  of  Pope  Hormisdas, 
which  was  signed  by  both  the  Eastern  and  Western  Bishops, 
and  in  which  that  Pontiff  declares  the  necessity  of  "communion 
with  the  Apostolic  See ;  and  that  they  who  are  out  of  this  com- 
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munion  are  not  in  communion  with  the  Catholic  Church.  This 
same  formulary  was  required  by  Pope  Nicholas  as  a  condition 
of  peace  between  the  East  and  West ;  and  though  it  was  refused 
at  this  time  by  the  schismatical  adherents  of  Photius,  it  was 
signed  by  all  who  were  admitted  to  the  Eighth  Ecumenical 
Council. 

Leo  IX.  also  clearly  claims  the  prerogative  of  Infallibility 
in  a  letter  addressed  to  Michael  Cerularius,  Schismatical  Patri 
arch  of  Constantinople.  Speaking  of  Christ's  words,  addressed 
to  St.  Peter — "I  have  prayed  for  thee  that  thy  faith  fail  not" — he 
says:  "Can  there  be  any  one  so  foolish  as  to  believe  that  the 
prayer  of  Him  who  can  do  what  He  wishes,  will  fail  in  any  one  of 
Peter's  successors  ?  Have  not  the  novelties  of  heretics  in  all 
times  been  overthrown  by  the  See  of  the  Prince  of  the  Apos 
tles — that  is  to  say,  by  the  Eoman  Church,  through  Peter  him 
self,  as  well  as  through  his  successors  ?  Have  not  the  hearts  of 
the  brethren  been  confirmed  in  the  faith  of  St.  Peter,  which 
till  now  has  not  failed,  and  never  shall  fail  till  the  end  ?" 

Here  we  conclude  our  quotations  from  the  Popes,  proving 
that  they  were  conscious  of  possessing  the  prerogative  of  Infal 
libility  in  matters  of  faith.  More  citations  might  easily  be 
given,  but  we  shall  merely  add  that  besides  those  already  quoted, 
Pelagius,  Vitalian,  Adrian  I.,  Pascal  II.,  Innocent  III.,  and 
others,  all  applied  to  their  Holy  See  the  texts  :  St.  Matt.  xvi.  18, 
St.  Luke  xxii.,  31-32,  St.  John  xxi.,  15,  16,  17,  and  inferred 
thence  the  Indefectibility  of  the  Apostolic  See. 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  incontestable  that  the  Supreme 
Pontiffs  did  very  frequently  in  the  past  put  forth  dogmatic 
decrees,  to  which  they  claimed  the  obedience  and  internal  assent 
of  the  whole  Episcopate.  It  is  also  certain  that  the  entire 
teaching  Church  accepted  those  doctrinal  decrees  without  protest 
or  reclamation  :  that  is  to  say,  the  Popes  have  frequently 
claimed  and  exercised  the  prerogative  of  doctrinal  infallibility 
with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  whole  Episcopate.  It 
follows,  therefore,  that  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  is 
revealed  of  God,  or  that  the  Universal  Church  accepted  as 
revealed  truth  a  doctrine  which  is  fundamentally  erroneous  :  an . 
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alternative  which  no  one  believing  in  the  promises  of  Christ  to 
his  Church  can  possibly  admit ;  for  as  St.  Augustine  says,  "  the 
Church  of  God  can  neither  enact,  nor  approve  of,  nor  be  silent 
about  any  teaching  which  is  opposed  to  faith  and  right  conduct : 
"JEcclesia  Dei  quce  Sunt  Contra  fidem  vel  bonain  vitam  nee 
approbat^  nee  tacet.  necfacit" 

THE  TESTIMONY  OF  THE  GENEKAL  COUNCILS.* 

Let  us  now  turn  to  the  General  Councils  of  the  Church,  and 
inquire  from  those  solemn  assemblies,  over  which  the  spirit  of 
eternal  truth  hovered,  and  through  which,  as  through  his  organ, 
he  declared  the  truths  of  salvation  to  mankind,  what  doctrine 
they  held  in  regard  to  the  question  at  issue,  and  we  shall  find 
that  they  invariably  affirm  their  belief  in  the  inerrancy  of  the 
occupants  of  the  See  of  Peter. 

It  is  a  matter  of  history  that  the  Popes  have  always  pre 
sided,  either  in  person  or  by  legates,  over  General  Councils,  and 
that  whenever  occasion  offered,  those  solemn  parliaments  of  the 
Church  admitted  the  rights  of  the  Sovereign  Pontiff  to  decide 
questions  of  faith,  antecedently  to  any  action  of  the  Universal 
Church. 

I.      THE   GENERAL   COUNCIL   OF   NICE,   A.  D.    325. 

Scarcely  had  the  sword  of  the  great  Ptoman  persecution  been 
sheathed  than  another  persecution  still  more  dangerous  sprang 
up  against  the  Church.  Arms,  a  Priest  of  Alexandria,  denied 
the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  thus  aimed  a  death-blow  at  the  life 
of  Christ's  bride,  the  Church.  This  deadly  heresy  spread  with 
the  rapidity  of  a  contagion,  and  like  a  destroying  angel,  smote 
thousands  with  spiritual  death.  A  General  Council  was  assem 
bled  at  Nice,  by  the  authority  of  Pope  Sylvester,  A.  D.  325. 
Three  hundred  and  eighteen  Bishops,  many  of  them,  as  we  learn 
from  history,  still  bearing  on  their  bodies  glorious  wounds  received 
for  the  faith  of  Christ  during  the  bitter  persecution  but  a  short 
time  ended,  condemned  in  this  Council  the  heresy  of  Arius,  and 


*The  extracts  from  the  General  Councils  are  taken  from  Petididier's 
Tractatus  de  Infallibilitate  Summi  Pontificis  and  Father  Weninger's  work — 
"The  Apostolical  and  Infallible  Authority  of  the  Pope." 
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defined  the  divinity  of  Christ.  But  in  doing  so,  according  to  the 
testimony  of  the  great  Saint  Athanasius,  they  solemnly  affirmed 
the  infallible  teaching  of  Pope  Dionysius,  who  had  already  con 
demned  the  Arian  heresy.  In  point  of  fact,  the  decrees  of  this 
Council  not  only  rested  on  the  consent  of  the  Apostolic  See,  but 
they  were  a  public  and  solemn  adhesion  to  the  infallible  teach 
ing  of  the  See  of  Peter. 

The  18th  canon  of  this  Council  declares  that  "  ancient  Apos 
tolic  authority  has  reserved  to  the  Holy  See  all  important  causes." 
The  2 9 tli  canon  says  "  the  incumbent  of  the  Eoman  See,  acting 
as  Christ's  vicegerent  in  the  government  of  the  Church,  is  the 
head  of  the  Patriarchs,  as  Peter  was." 

II.        THE   SECOND  GENERAL  COUNCIL,  VIZ.,  THE  FIRST  COUNCIL  OF 
CONSTANTINOPLE,  A.   D.    381. 

The  second  General  Council,  the  first  of  Constantinople,  was 
convened  to  check  the  intrigues  of  the  heretics,  Sabellius,  Mace- 
donius  and  others.  Bossuet  assigns  this  as  the  object  of  the 
Council,  on  the  authority  of  Sozomenus,  who  relates  that  the 
controversies  then  agitating  the  East  were  settled  by  the  rescript 
of  Pope  Damasus.  "  Quo  facto  utpote  Judicio  Romance  Ecclesios, 
controversies  terminata  quiescere  et  finem  accepisse  visa  est"  The 
Fathers  of  this  Council  addressed  Pope  Damasus  in  a  letter,  in 
which  they  express  the  desire  to  see  the  Papal  rescript  promul 
gated  in  all  the  churches  of  the  East.  If  the  Pope's  rescript 
were  not  considered  an  undoubted  and  unerring  authority  for 
the  condemnation  of  error,  to  which  all  should  submit,  it  is  not 
at  all  likely  the  Fathers  would  have  solicited  the  promulgation 
of  the  rescript  in  question. 

For  the  same  reason,  when  the  Bishops  of  the  Council  peti 
tioned  the  Pope  to  confirm  their  disciplinary  canons,  and  to 
anathematize  Timotheus,  they  did  so  in  the  most  deferential 
language ;  and  the  Pope  himself,  in  his  reply,  commends  their 
course  as  being  of  strict  obligation,  and  declares  that  without 
his  sanction  their  proceedings  would  be  null  and  void. 

In  fact,  the  Council  itself  was  at  first  regarded  as  simply  a 
Provincial  Synod,  until  its  canons  were  confirmed,  with  some 
restrictions  by  Pope  Innocent,  in  the  thirteenth  century;  so 
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the  rank  of  a  General  Council,  and  the  Church  has  never  regarded 
as  binding  those  decrees  of  the  Council  which  were  not  con 
firmed. 

III.   THE  GENERAL  COUNCIL  OF  EPHESUS,  A.  D.  431. 

The  General  Council  of  Ephesus  was  convened  to  condemn 
the  heresy  of  Nestorius.  When  the  Papal  legates  who  presided 
had  read  a  document  from  the  Holy  See,  the  entire  Council 
exclaimed  :  "  From  the  earliest  ages  of  the  Church  it  has  always 
been  held  as  indubitable  that  the  Prince  of  the  Apostles,  the 
pillar  of  truth,  the  foundation  stone  of  the  Catholic  Church 
Peter,  who  received  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  always 
lives  in  his  successors,  and  pronounces  his  judgments  by  their 
lips."  The  Vatican  decree  is  but  the  fuller  and  more  precise 
expression  of  the  faith  affirmed  in  these  memorable  words. 

IV.   THE  GENERAL  COUNCIL  OF  CHALCEDON. 

In  the  first  three  General  Councils  we  find  unmistakable 
evidences  of  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility,  but  in  the  fourth 
this  truth  shines  out  with  still  greater  brilliancy.  At  this  Coun 
cil  the  Fathers  unanimously  declared :  "  What  Leo  believes  we 
all  believe,  anathema  be  he  who  believes  anything  else.  Peter  has  ' 
spoken  through  Leo" 

The  synodical  letter,  in  which  the  Fathers  petition  the  Pope 
to  confirm  the  acts  of  the  Council,  acknowledges  the  same 
supreme  authority  in  the  following  words :  "  We  have  a  rock  of 
refuge  in  Peter,  who  alone  possesses  the  absolute  right  of  deciding, 
in  the  place  of  God,  because  he  alone  has  the  keys  of  Heaven.  All 
his  definitions,  therefore,  bind,  as  emanating  from  the  vicegerent  oj 
Christ." 
V.  GENERAL  COUNCIL — SECOND  OF  CONSTANTINOPLE,  A.  D.  553. 

Before  the  Fifth  General  Council  assembled,  Pope  Vigilius 
was,  by  the  incensed  Justinian,  cast  into  prison,  because  he  had 
censured  the  arrogant  pretensions  of  that  Emperor  which  were 
opposed  to  the  rights  of  the  Church.  He  fled  for  refuge  to  Chal- 
cedon,  and  thence  issued  decisions  on  the  disputed  doctrinal 
points  of  the  day,  subjoining  to  each  an  anathema  against  all 
who  would  dare  teacli  the  error  condemned.  Finally,  he  declared 
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null  and  void  whatever  might  be  done  in  defiance  of  his  ordi- 
^  nance.  At  length  the  Council  assembled.  The  Pope  refused  to 
preside,  though  invited  by  the  Bishops  and  Emperor ;  and  to 
guard  against  the  treachery  or  servility  of  any  who  might  be 
weak,  he  declared  invalid  whatever  might  be  done  by  the  Coun 
cil,  contrary  to  his  decrees.  The  assembled  Bishops,  however, 
followed  the  Pope's  directions  in  the  minutest  particulars,  and 
declared  that  "  they  received  Ms  letters  upon  matters  of  faith  with 
as  much  submission  as  they  did  the  four  Gospels." 

For  a  long  time  suspicion  was  cast  upon  the  decrees  of  the 
Council,  and  only  when  the  decrees  were  confirmed  by  the  Pope, 
were  they  recognized  by  the  Church,  and  the  Council  thus  by 
him  acknowledged  as  legitimate,  ranked  among  the  General 
Councils.  The  action  of  the  Pope,  the  Bishops,  and  the  faithful, 
in  this  trying  time,  is  a  convincing  argument  of  the  prevailing- 
belief  of  the  Church  in  the  supreme  doctrinal  authority  ot  the 
Pope. 

VI.   GENERAL  COUNCIL — THIRD  OF  CONSTANTINOPLE,  A.  D.  680. 

This  Council  was  convened  by  Pope  Agatho,  at  the  request 
of  the  Emperor  Constantine.  He  transmitted  to  the  Bishops, 
upon  the  points  in  question,  his  decisions  as  a  rule  of  faith  from 
which  no  one  was  allowed  to  deviate  one  iota.  Their  duty  was 
not  so  much  to  define  as  to  promulgate  the  truths  he  had  already 
defined.  He  cautioned  them  not  to  regard  the  questions  as  open 
to  debate,  but  to  embrace  in  a  compendious  definition  the  several 
articles  which  he  had  pronounced  certain  and  immutable.  He 
reminds  the  Emperor  that  the  Church  of  Eome  never  strayed 
from  the  way  of  truth  into  the  paths  of  error,  and  that  her 
decisions  had  ahvays  l}een  received  as  a  rule  of  faith,  not  only  by 
individuals,  but  also  by  the  Councils.  How  did  the  Council 
receive  the  definitions  and  instructions  of  the  Pontiff  ?  Listen 
to  Demetrius,  Bishop  of  Persias,  who  speaks  the  sentiments  of 
the  Council :  "  I  receive  the  instructions  of  Agatho  as  dictated 
by  the  Holy  Ghost,  by  the  mouth  of  blessed  Peter,  the  Prince 
of  the  Apostles."  The  assembled  Fathers  write  to  the  Pope 
thus  :  "  We  leave  all  things  to  thee,  who  standest  upon  the  firm 
rock  of  faith."  And  the  Emperor  promulgated  the  decrees  as 
Apostolic  decrees,  not  of  the  Council,  but  of  the  Pope. 
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VII.      GENERAL   COUNCIL — SECOND    OF   NICE,   A.    D.    787. 

This  Council  was  convened  by  Adrian  I.  against  the  Icono 
clasts.  He,  as  his  predecessor  had  done,  decided  previously  the 
dogmatic  questions.  The  Pope  required  his  definitions  to  be 
received  as  a  rule  of  faith,  because  he  filled  the  chair  of  Peter, 
who  transmitted  the  authority  he  had  received  from  Christ  to 
all  succeeding  Popes.  He  adds :  "  From  the  Holy  See  all  the 
other  churches  receive  sound  doctrine."  At  the  opening  of  the 
Council  the  Papal  legates  put  the  question  :  "Does  Tarasius,does 
the  Council  concur  in  the  decisions  of  his  Holiness  or  not  ?"  For 
putting  this  summary  question  they  assign  as  cause,  that  "neither 
reason  nor  faith  would  permit  the  raising  of  any  doubt  upon  a  ques 
tion  that  had  been  already  irrevocably  decided."  To  the  question 
put  by  the  legates  the  assembled  Fathers  replied :  "  We  follow, 
accept  and  acquiesce."  The  Council,  through  Tarasius,  writing 
to  the  Pope,  styles  the  Papal  instructions  "  Divine  oracles," 
because  they  emanated  from  the  Holy  See. 

VIII,      GENERAL  COUNCIL — FOURTH   OF  CONSTANTINOPLE,  A.  D.  869. 

This  Council  was  convened  by  Adrian  II.  against  Photius.. 
The  Pope  required  the  assembled  Prelates  to  burn,  in  full  Coun 
cil,  all  the  papers  of  the  cabal  held  by  Photius.  He  declared 
that  every  one  who  would  refuse  to  do  so  would  lose,  by  the  very 
act  of  refusal,every  degree  of  clerical  dignity;  nay,even  the  claim 
to  be  called  a  Christian.  He  wrote  out  and  sent  to  the  Council  a 
test  of  orthodoxy,  which  all  who  had  fallen  into  the  new 
error  were  required  to  subscribe.  This  Papal  document  requires 
strict  adhesion  to  the  rules  of  true  faith  as  necessary  to  salva 
tion.  These  rules  of  true  faith  are  compliance  and  adhesion  to 
the  decrees  of  the  Eoman  Pontiff,  for  the  Pope  writes  :  "  Our 
Lord  said  to  Simon,  '  thou  art  Peter,  and  upon  this  rock  I  will 
build  my  Church.'  '  History  furnishes  abundant  evidence  that 
this  promise  was  not  made  void,  because  the  faith  of  the  Holy 
See  has  never  been  infected  with  error. 

All  the  Fathers,  with  wonderful  unanimity,  executed  the 
commands  of  Adrian,  and  having  committed  the  noxious  papers 
to  the  flames,  exclaimed  :  "  Blessed  be  the  Lord,  who  has  deigned 
to  accept  some  satisfaction  for  your  Holiness."  They  then  sub- 
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scribed  to  the  profession  of  faith  in  the  following  form :  "  In 
the  presence  of  the  undersigned  witnesses,  I,  N.  N.,  Bishop  of 
N.,  have  affixed  my  signature  to  the  profession  of  my  faith  drawn 
up  by  the  Blessed  Adrian  Our  Sovereign  Pontiff  and  Pope." 

In  the  second  session  the  Bishops  who  had  been  implicated 
in  the  schism  were  asked  had  they  read  or  heard  of  the  "test," 
and  were  they  ready  to  accept  its  decisions  ?  They  unanimously 
answered  :  "  We  accept  your  judgment  as  that  of  the  Son  of  God" 
The  Fathers  of  the  Council  style  the  Pope  "the  Organ  of  the 
Holy  GhosC 

IX.  GENERAL  COUNCIL — FIRST  OF  LATERAN,  A.  D.  1125. 

About  a  thousand  Bishops  assembled  at  this  Council.  They 
held  no  public  session,  but  by  fasting  and  prayer  invoked  the 
aid  of  the  Holy  Ghost  for  the  Pontiff,  who  was  meanwhile  pre 
paring  to  issue  his  unalterable  decision.  When  this  was  issued, 
it  was  accepted  both  by  the  Prelates  and  the  Emperor  as  coming 
from  "the  Organ  of  the  Holy  Ghost." 

X.  GENERAL   COUNCIL — SECOND   OF  LATERAN,  A.  D.    1139. 

This  Council  was  convened  by  Pope  Innocent  II.,  and  by 
him  presided  over  in  person.  Its  object  was  to  extinguish  the 
schism  headed  by  Peter  Leo,  and  to  condemn  the  heresy  led  on 
by  Peter  of  Bruis,  and  to  reform  abuses. 

In  this  Council  the  Pope  exercised  his  supreme  authority  in 
an  unmistakable  manner.  Having  summoned  before  him  each 
Archbishop  and  Bishop  whom  he  deemed  guilty,  he  rebuked 
them,  and  with  his  own  hand  degraded  them.  He  then  held 
the  Council,  and  promulgated  the  decrees  in  his  own  name, 
thus  :  "  Innocent  II.,  in  the  second  Council  of  Lateran."  It  is 
always  the  custom  when  the  Pope  presides  in  person  to  pro 
mulgate  decrees  in  this  manner,  showing  thereby  in  whom 
supreme  authority  is  invested. 

XL   GENERAL  COUNCIL — THIRD  OF  LATERAN  A.  D.  1179. 

Was  convened  by  order  of  Pope  Alexander  III.  to  sup 
press  the  schism  commenced  by  Octavian,  to  silence  the  disturb 
ance  of  the  Albigenses,  and  to  correct  abuses. 

The  Council  passed  no  decree  condemnatory  of  the  Albi- 
.genses,  because  previous  to  the  convocation  of  the  Council,  the  Pope 
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had  yiven  his  decision.  In  the  Council,  the  Pope,  without  con 
sulting  the  Fathers,  summarily  condemned  Peter  Lombard, 
Archbishop  of  Paris,  and  wrote  concerning  him  to  the  Bishops 
of  France.  The  French  Hierarchy  received  and  respected  the 
Papal  decisions  as  infallible.  Their  sentiments  were  thus  pithily 
expressed  by  Walter  of  St.  Victor:  "Let  those  troublesome  quibb- 
lers,  stricken  by  the  thunderbolts  of  an  Apostolical  definition, 
cease  croaking." 

XII.   GENERAL  COUNCIL — FOURTH  OF  LATER  AN,  A.D.  121 6. 

Was  held  by  order  of  Pope  Innocent  III.  Twelve  hundred 
and  eighty-five  Prelates  assembled.  Seventy-one  were  Arch 
bishops,  four  hundred  and  twelve  were  Bishops,  over  eight 
hundred  were  Abbots.  A  number  of  Embassadors  from  various 
European  Courts,  also  delegates  of  the  Patriarchs  of  Antioch  and 
Alexandria,  were  present,  having  been  sent  to  seek  reconciliation 
with  the  Koman  Church. 

The  fifth  canon  of  this  Council  styled  the  Eoman  Church 
"  the  mother  and  teacher  of  all  the  other  churches." 

XIII.      GENERAL    COUNCIL — FIRST   OF  LYONS,  A.D.   1245. 

Was  convened  by  order  of  Pope  Innocent  IV.,  and  its 
decrees  were  promulgated  in  his  name.  "Innocent  in  the  Coun 
cil  at  Lyons." 

XIV.   GENERAL  COUNCIL — SECOND  OF  LYONS,  A.D.  1274. 

Was  convened  by  Pope  Gregory  X.  to  solemnize  the  union 
of  the  Eastern  and  Western  Churches.  Clement  IV.  and 
Gregory  X.  fixed  the  conditions  of  re-union.  Clement  IV.  sent 
to  the  Emperor  a  "  profession  of  faith,"  which  embodied  several 
articles  of  faith  never  before  defined ;  yet  it  allowed  of  no  dis 
cussion  or  change.  It  was  signed  by  the  Emperor  and  Greek 
clergy,  and  was  read  and  adopted  in  the  fourth  session  of  the 
Council.  Thereby  was  acknowledged  the  supreme  and  infallible 
authority  of  the  Pope.  And  it  was  moreover  added  in  the 
Council  that  "all  questions  which  touch  upon  the  doctrines  of 
faith  must  be  defined  by  the  judgment  of  the  Holy  See." 

XV.      GENERAL  COUNCIL   OF  VIENNA,  A.   D.   1311. 

Was  convoked  by  Clement  V.  In  his  encyclical  the  Pope 
reminded  the  faithful  of  the  power  vested  in  the  Sovereign 
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Pontiff.  All  the  acts  of  the  Council,and  the  ordinances,decisions 
and  decrees  passed  both  previously  and  subsequently  to  it, 
appeared  in  one  volume,  under  the  title  of  "  Clementine  Enact 
ments."  This  Council  explicitly  states  that  it  belongs  to  the 
Apostolic  See  to  pronounce  dogmatically  upon  points  of  faith. 

XVI.  GENERAL  COUNCIL  OF  CONSTANCE.  A.  D.  1414. 

Assembled  to  determine  who  was  the  duly  elected  Pope,  or 
to  consider  the  claims  of  the  pretenders  to  Papal  dignity.  The 
Council  decided  in  favor  of  Martin  V.  In  the  fourteenth  ses 
sion  it  declared  that  "a  Pope  duly  elected  cannot  le  bound  ly  a 
Council"  It  reminded  the  faithful  that  the  heresy  of  the  Wick- 
liffites  had  already  been  condemned  by  the  Holy  See.  It 
declared  it  impossible  for  the  Holy  See  to  err,  "  for  if  she 
could  err,  how  could  she  claim  the  title  of  mother  and  teacher  of 
all  other  churches  ?  How  could  she  judge  all  others  and  none 
judge  her  ?"  While  this  Council  was  in  session  Martin,  V.  issued 
a  decree  forbidding  any  appeal  from  the  Holy  See,  and  the 
Fathers  assembled  in  Council  endorsed  this  decree. 

XVII.  GENERAL  COUNCIL  OF  FLORENCE,  A.  D.  1439. 

This  Council  beheld  for  the  last  time  the  Fathers  of  the  Eastern 
and  Western  Church  sitting  in  council  together.  In  the  follow 
ing  profession  of  faith,  which  all  signed,  they  pronounced  the 
Pope  the  infallible  teacher  of  the  Church.  "We  define  that  the 
Apostolic  See,  that  is  the  Eoman  Pontiff,  has  the  right  of  pri 
macy  over  all  the  churches  of  the  world ;  that  he  is  the  very 
vicar  of  Christ,  the  head  of  the  whole  Church,  the  teacher  of  all 
the  faithful ;  that  in  the  person  of  Peter  he  was  intrusted  ly  our 
Lord  with  full  power  to  feed  and  govern  the  whole  flock  of  Christ" 
Such  is  manifestly  the  doctrine  taught  by  the  General  Coun 
cils,  as  well  as  by  the  canons.  What  a  glorious  and  comprehen 
sive  testimony  from  the  whole  Church,  Greek  and  Latin,  to  con 
firm  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  ! 

XVIII.      GENERAL  COUNCIL   OF   TRENT,   A.  D.    1545  to  1563. 

The  Council  of  Trent  was  convened  to  condemn  the  errors 
of  modern  Protestantism,  which,  by  its  fundamental  principle 
of  private  judgment,  virtually  professed  and  sanctioned  all  the 
heresies  that  had  ever  been  broached  or  condemned.  It  was 
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•composed  of  representatives  from  every  portion  of  the  Christian 
world.  Greater  liberty  of  discussion  was  allowed  than  on  many 
former  occasions,  yet  Rome  retained  her  prerogative  to  rule  and 
direct.  This  Council,  in  three  different  decrees,  speaks  of  Eome 
as  the  mother  and.  teacher  of  all  the  churches  (see  Sess.  14  in  doct.  ext. 
unic.,  Sess.  22,  c.  8,  Sess.  25,  Deer.  2.)  In  the  twenty-fifth  session 
it  decreed  that  "  the  authority  of  the  Roman  See  shall  remain 
unimpaired."  Moreover,  its  canons  and  decrees  became  bind 
ing  only  when  they  were  approved  by  the  Roman  Pontiff. 

This  rapid  glance  at  the  General  Councils  of  the  Church, 
those  voices  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  shows  us  how  indelibly  this 
doctrine  of    Papal   Infallibility   has  stamped   itself  upon  the 
mind  of  the  Church  in  all   the  ages  of  her  long  and  chequered 
existence ;  how  this  doctrine  was  at  all  times  the  chart  and  com 
pass  that  guided  the  bark  of  Peter  over  the  tempestuous  ocean 
of  time  ;  how  it  has  shone  during  long  and  stormy  ages  of  trials 
^and  conflicts  as  a  beacon  light,  pointing  to  many  a  weary  mari 
ner  the  port  of  safety  and  repose ;  how,  in  fine,  the  image  of 
Peter   teaching  infallibly,  teaching   through  his  successors,  and 
ever  radiant  with  triumphant  truth,  has  been  always  present  to 
the  mind  of  the  Church,  whose  children,  in  every  conflict  with 
heresy,  in  every  bitter  trial,  and  in  the  dark  hours  of  adversity, 
ever  turned  for  guidance  and  light  and  truth  to  the  Apostolic 
See.     Let  us  hear  on  this  point  the  illustrious  Dr.  Newman, 
who,  in  his  essay  on  development,  written  while  he  was  yet  a 
Protestant,  when  describing  the  fearful  trials   that  beset  the 
Church  so  far  back  as  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries,  admits 
that  there  was  but  one  spot  in  the  whole  of  Christendom,  one  voice 
in  the  whole  Episcopate  to  which  the  faithful  turned  in  hope  in 
that  miserable  day,  and  that  spot  was  Eome,  and  that  voice  the 
voice  of  the  Supreme  Pontiff.     "Dreary  and  waste,"  lie  says,  "was 
the  condition  of  the  Church,  and  forlorn  her  prospects  at  the 
period  which  we  have  been  reviewing." 

"After  the  brief  triumph  which  attended  the  conversion  of 
Constantine,  trouble  and  trial  returned  upon  her.  Her  Impe 
rial  protectors  were  failing  in  power  of  faith,  strange  forms  of 
evil  were  rising  in  the  distance  and  thronging  to  the  conflict. 
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There  VMS  but  one  spot  in  the  whole  of  Christendom,  one  voice  in 
the  whole  Episcopate  to  which  the  faithful  turned  in  hope  in  that 
miserable  day.  In  the  year  493,  in  the  Pontificate  of  Gelasius, 
the  whole  of  the  East  was  in  the  hands  of  traitors  to  Chalcedonj 
and  the  whole  of  the  West  under  the  tyranny  of  the  open  ene 
mies  of  Nicea.  Italy  was  the  prey  of  robbers.  Mercenary  bands 
had  overrun  its  territory,  and  barbarians  were  seizing  on  its 
farms  and  settling  in  its  villas.  The  peasants  were  thinned 
by  famine  and  pestilence.  Tuscany  might  be  even  said,  as 
Gelasius  words  it,  to  contain  scarcely  a  single  inhabitant. 
Odoacer  was  sinking  before  Theodoric,  the  Pope  was  changing 
one  Arian  master  for  another,  and,  as  if  one  heresy  were  not 
enough,  Pelagianism  was,  with  the  connivance  of  the  Bishops, 
spreading  in  the  territory  of  Picenum.  In  the  north  of  the  dis 
membered  Empire,  the  Britons  had  first  been  infected  with  Pela 
gianism,  and  now  were  dispossessed  by  the  heathen  Saxons. 
The  Armoricans  still  preserved  a  testimony  to  Catholicism  in  the 
west  of  Gaul,  but  Picardy,  Champagne  and  the  neighboring 
Provinces,  where  some  remnant  of  its  supremacy  had  been 
found,  lately  submitted  to  the  yet  Pagan  Clovis.  The  Arian 
Kingdoms  of  Burgundy,  in  France,  and  of  the  Visigoths,  in 
Aquitania  and  Spain,  oppressed  a  zealous  and  Catholic  clergy. 
Africa  was  in  a  still  more  deplorable  condition,  under  the  cruel 
sway  of  the  Vandal  Gundemund;  the  people,  indeed,  uncorrupt 
by  the  heresy,  but  their  clergy  in  exile  and  their  worship  sus 
pended." 

The  Church  in  the  East  was,  if  possible,  in  a  worse  condi 
tion.  Just  as  in  an  angry  storm,  when  the  clouds  shut 
out  the  sky,  when  the  elements  rage,  when  the  seas  run  moun 
tains  high,  the  fear-stricken  passengers  look  for  hope  and  encour 
agement  to  the  Captain  of  the  tempest-tossed  bark ;  even  so 
amid  those  awful  trials,  those  days  of  darkness  and  doubt,  amid 
the  fearful  conflicts  with  powerful  and  wide-spread  heresy,  the 
faithful  turned  instinctively  to  the  Chair  of  Peter,  the  Supreme 
Shepherd,  for  succor  and  support,  and  sure  guidance  and  direc 
tion,  and  they  were  not  disappointed.  The  voice  of  Peter  went 
abroad — "  Roma  locuta  est  " — a  voice  of  no  uncertain  sound, 
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but  uttering  infallibly  the  unchanging  truth,  and  the  faithful 
took  heart,  and  the  abettors  of  error  and  heresy  were  confounded. 
The  decision  of  Peter  was  at  all  times  the  test  of  truth,  which 
heresy  could  not  stand.  It  was  like  Ithuriel's  bright  spear  of 
truth  which  error  could  not  endure,  for  "no  falsehood  can 
endure  the  touch  of  celestial  temper,  but  returns  of  force  to 
its  own  likeness."  Amid  the  religious  chaos  that  then  pre 
vailed,  when  darkness  was  on  the  face  of  Europe,  the  Sovereign 
Pontiff  was  the  lone  solitary  star  that  guided  surely  and  securely 
the  children  of  the  Church,  to  where  the  Incarnate  Jesus  and 
his  undivided  truth  abode. 

Listen  to  one  of  the  eloquent  voices  of  the  present  age  :  "  I 
have  one  resting-point,  just  one;  one  plea  which  serves  me  in 
the  stead  of  all  direct  argument  whatever,  which  hardens  me 
against  censure,  which  encourages  me  against  fear,  and  to  which 
I  shall  ever  come  round,  when  I  hear  the  question  of  the  prac 
ticable  and  the  expedient  brought  into  discussion.  After  all 
Peter  has  spoken.  Peter  is  no  recluse,  no  abstracted  student, 
no  dreamer  about  the  past,  no  doctor  upon  the  dead  and  gone, 
no  projector  of  the  visionary.  Peter  for  eighteen  hundred  years, 
has  lived  in  the  world;  he  has  seen  all  fortunes  ;  he  has  encoun 
tered  all  adversaries;  he  has  shaped  himself  for  all  emergencies. 
If  ever  there  Avas  a  power  on  earth  who  had  an  eye  for  the 
times,  who  has  confined  himself  to  the  practicable,  and  has  been 
happy  in  his  anticipations ;  whose  words  have  been  deeds,  and 
whose  commands  phophecies;  such  is  he  in  the  history  of  ages 
who  sits  on  from  generation  to  generation  in  the  Chair  of  the 
Apostles  as  the  Vicar  of  Christ,  and  the  Doctor  of  His  Church. 
*  *  *  What  Augustus  had  in  the  material  order,  that,  and 
much  more,  has  Peter  in  the  spiritual.  Peter  has  spoken  by 
Pius,  and  when  was  Peter  ever  unequal  to  the  occasion  ?  When 
has  he  not  risen  with  the  crisis  ?  What  dangers  have  ever 
daunted  him  ?  What  sophistry  foiled  him  ?  What  uncertain 
ties  misled  him  ?  When  did  ever  any  power  go  to  war  with 
Peter,  material  or  moral,  civilized  or  savage,  and  got  the  better  ? 
When  did  the  whole  world  ever  band  together  against  him  soli 
tary,  and  not  find  him  too  many  for  them  ?  These  are  not  the 
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words  of  rhetoric,  gentlemen,  but  of  history.  All  who  take  part 
with  Peter  are  on  the  winning  side.  The  Apostle  says,  not  in 
order  to  unsay,  for  he  has  inherited  that  word  which  is  with 
power.  From  the  first  he  has  looked  through  the  wide  world, 
of  which  he  has  the  burden;  and,  according  to  the  need  of  the 
day,  and  the  inspirations  of  his  Lord,  he  has  set  himself  now  to 
one  thing,  now  to  another,  but  to  all  in  reason,  and  to  nothing  in 
vain."  Thus,  the  Christian  centuries  proclaim  aloud,  that  Peter 
is  infallible,  and  bid  us  regard  this  doctrine  as  the  chart  that 
will  direct  our  course  safely  and  surely  over  the  dark  and  stormy 
sea  of  life  to  the  haven  of  eternal  calm  and  repose.  May  we 
not,  then,  cry  out,  in  the  words  of  the  immortal  Fenelon,  "  Oh, 
Church  of  Rome!  Oh,  holy  city!  Oh,  dear  and  common  coun 
try  of  Christians  !  In  Jesus  Christ  there  is  neither  Greek,  Scy 
thian,  Barbarian  nor  Jew;  all  together  form  but  one  people  in 
thy  bosom;  all  are  fellow-citizens  of  Rome,  and  every  Catholic 
is  a  Roman." 

TESTIMONY  OF  SCHOLASTIC  THEOLOGIANS. 

We  cannot  refrain  from  giving  here  a  few  specimens  from 
the  testimony  of  scholastic  theologians.  Before  consulting  the 
schools  as  to  their  teaching  on  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infalli 
bility,  it  is  important  to  observe  that  Catholic  writers  who 
flourished  from  the  ninth  century  down  to  the  scholastic  period, 
were  unanimous  in  admitting  and  teaching  the  doctrine  which 
we  treat.  Thus  Ratherus,  Bishop  of  Verona;  St.  Peter  Damian, 
Lanfianc,  Archbishop  of  Canterbury;  St.  Anselm,  St.  Thomas, 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury— the  Fathers  of  a  Council  held  in 
Saxony,  A.  D.  1085;  John  of-  Salabury,  St.  Bernard,  Petrus 
Blasensis,  Acelredus,  an  English  Abbot;  Rupert,  Abbot,  and,  in 
fine,  all  the  distinguished  writers  of  that  period,  unanimously 
taught  the  doctrine  of  Pontifical  Infallibility.  Let  us  now  hear 
what  the  great  doctors  of  the  Church  have  to  say  on  this  point, 
premising  that  the  authority  of  the  doctors  when  delivering  the 
dogmas  of  the  Church,  is  identified  with  the  authority  of  the 
Church  itself,  and  partakes  of  its  certainty  ;  but  when,  as  Arch 
bishop  Manning  says,  commenting  on  it,  they  speak  as  private 
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Thomas  of  Aquin,'  commonly  known  as  the  "Angelic  Doctor." 
Treating,  in  his  "  Summa  Theologies,"  of  the  right  of  making  a 
symbol  of  faith,  he  maintains  that  it  is  the  exclusive  prerogative 
of  the  Pope,  the  successor  of  St.  Peter,  for  whom  the  Lord 
"prayed  that  his  faith  fail  not."  In  support  of  this  assertion  he 
quotes  th 3  text  of  St.  Paul  to  tae  Corinthians  (see  1  Cor.  i.)  "It 
were  impossible/'  argues  the  holy  doctor,  "to  comply  with  this 
injunction  of  the  Apostle,  if,  when  a  difference  arises  concerning 
doctrine,  the  controversy  were  not  settled  by  him  who  was  con 
stituted  the  head  of  the  Church,  that  so  the  whole  Church 
might  unhesitatingly  receive  his  decisions."  In  another  part 
of  the  Summa  he  reasons  thus:  "The  Church  cannot  err,  because 
He  that  was  heard  for  His  own  dignity  said  to  Peter,  'I  have 
prayed  for  thee  that  thy  faith  fail  not ;'  wherein  St.  Thomas 
argues  from  the  infallibility  of  the  Pope  to  that  of  the  Church. 
But  our  space  will  not  permit  us  to  dwell  on  any  more  of 
the  many  proofs  which  could  be  adduced  from  the  writings 
of  St.  Thomas  in  support  of  Papal  Infallibility.  Let  us  now 
listen  to  St.  Bonaventure,  the  "Seraphic  Doctor."  We  read  in 
his  "Hexahemaron:"  "Like  the  sun  among  the  planets,  the  Pope 
alone  has  the  plentitude  of  power  over  all  the  Churches;"  and  in 
his  "Summa  Theologize"  he  laid  it  down  as  incontrovertible  that 
the  Pope  cannot  err,  provided  he  teaches  as  the  head  of  the 
Church,  with  the  intention  to  oblige  the  faithful  to  believe. 
These  great  masters  of  theology  have  been  followed  by  the 
most  distinguished  theologians  who,  from  their  time  down  to 
ours,  have  not  ceased  to  vindicate  this  doctrine.  We  can  here 
barely  quote  a  few  more :  Bellarmine,  speaking  of  the  Pope's 
Infallibility,  maintains  that  it  extends  to  "things  which  pertain 
to  faith,"  and  that  "  Not  only  in  decrees  of  faith  the  Supreme 
Pontiff  cannot  err,  but  neither  (can  he  err)  in  moral  precepts 
which  are  enjoined  on  the  whole  Church,  and  which  are  con 
versant  with  things  that  are  necessary  to  salvation,  or  with 
those  which  are  in  themselves  good  or  evil." 

Gregory  of  Valentia  says  :  "Without  any  restriction  it  is  to 
be  said,  that  whatsoever  the  Pontiff  determines  in  controverted 
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matters  which  have  respect  to  piety,  he  determines  infallibly; 
when,  as  it  has  been  stated,  he  obliges  the  whole  Church;" 
and  again,  "  Whatsoever  the  Pontiff  asserts  in  any  controverted 
matter  of  religion,  it  is  to  be  believed  that  he  asserts  infallibly 
by  his  Pontifical  authority,  that  is,  by  Divine  assistance." 

Bannez  proposes  the  thesis  in  these  words  :  "Can  (the  Eoman 
Pontiff)  err  in  defining  matters  of  faith  ?" 

S.  Antoninus  says  :  "  It  is  necessary  to  admit  one  head  in 
the  Church,  to  whom  it  belongs  to  clear  up  doubts  concerning 
whatsoever  relates  to  faith,  whether  speculative  or  practical." 

Melchior  Canus  says:  "The  Pvoman  Pontiff  succeeds  by 
Divine  right  to  Peter  both  in  firmness  of  faith  and  in  deciding 
controversies  of  religion ;"  and  again,  "  The  Koinan  Pontiff  in 
ending  controversies  of  faith  cannot  err." 

S.  Alphonsus  affirms  :  "  When  the  Pope  speaks  as  universal 
Doctor,  ex  cathedra,  that  is,  by  the  supreme  authority  to  teach 
the  Church,  delivered  to  Peter,  in  deciding  controversies  of  faith 
and  morals,  he  is  altogether  infallible." 

Hervieus  says  :  "  The  authority  of  declaring  doubtful  points 
in  such  matters  belongs  to  the  Pope,  that  is,  in  things  pertaining 
to  the  natural  or  divine  law ;"  and  afterwards  he  adds,  "  That 
his  declaration  ought  to  be  held  as  true,  so  that  it  is  not  lawful 
to  hold  or  to  opine  the  contrary." 

Gregory  de  Valentia  adds:  "In  him  whom  the  whole  Church 
is  bound  to  obey  in  those  things  which  pertain  to  the  spiritual 
health  of  the  so  id,  whether  they  concern  faith  or  morals,  there  is 
infallible  authority  for  the  judging  questions  of  faith."  Again  : 
"  Christ  willed  that  after  the  death  of  Peter  some  one  should  be 
acknowledged  by  the  Church  in  perpetual  succession  in  Peter's 
place  ;  on  whom  Christ  Himself  should  confer  supreme  authority 
as  He  did  on  Peter,  of  ordaining  the  matters  which  relate  to 
faith,  and  to  other  things  pertaining  to  the  salvation  of  the  faith 
ful."  And  further  he  says,  "  that  He  (Christ)  may  confer  on 
him  the  authority  which  Peter  had,  that  is,  that  by  a  certain 
law  he  may  so  ordain  as  to  co-operate  with  him  by  a  peculiar 
assistance,  in  rightly  appointing  such  things  in  doctrine  and 
morals  as  pertain  to  the  good  estate  of  the  Church." 
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And  still  more-  explicitly  in  another  place  he  says,  "  It  is  not 
to  be  denied,  that  what  has  been  said  of  the  infallible  certainty 
of  the  Pontifical  definitions,  holds  good,  first,  in  those  things 
which  the  Pontiff  has  proposed  to  the  faithful,  in  deciding  doc 
trinal  controversies  and  exterminating  errors,  as  revealed  of  God, 
and  to  be  believed  by  faith.  But,  forasmuch  as  the  Church  is 
always  bound  to  hear  its  Pastor,  and  the  Divine  Scripture 
declares  absolutely  the  Church  to  be  the  pillar  and  ground  of 
the  truth  (1  Tim.  iii.,)  and  therefore  it  cannot  ever  err  as  a 
whole,  it  cannot  be  doubtful  that  the  authority  of  the  Pontiff  is 
infallible  in  all  other  things  which  regard  piety,  and  the  whole 
Church.  Nor  do  I  think  that  this  can  be  denied  without  error." 
Gregory  then  applies  this  to  the  Canonization  of  Saints,and  con 
cludes  :  "  This  certainty  surely  rests  upon  the  same  promises  of 
God,  by  which  we  have  seen  that  it  can  never  be  that  the  whole 
Church  should  err  in  matters  of  religion" 

We  will  conclude  this  point  of  our  inquiry  by  quotations 
from  two  eminent  divines,  who  may  be  fairly  taken  as  the  re 
presentatives  of  the  schools,  both  before  and  after  their  time, 
viz.,  Suarez  and  Tolet.  Of  Suarez,  Bossuet  says,  "  that  whoever 
hears  him  hears  the  entire  school  of  scholastic  theology"  Now 
this  Prince  of  Theology,  in  the  sixteenth  century,  teaches  :  "  It 
is  a  Catholic  truth  that  the  Eoman  Pontiff,  when  defining  ex 
cathedra,  is  a  rule  of  faith  which  cannot  err."  And  how  and 
when  is  he  a  rule  of  faith  which  cannot  err  ?  "  Whenever  he 
proposes,  in  an  authentic  manner,  to  the  Universal  Church  a 
doctrine  to  be  believed  as  of  divine  faith."  Thus  speaks  Suarez, 
and  he  represents  the  great  Theological  School  of  his  age,  but 
he  hesitates  not  to  add :  "  Thus  teach  all  the  Catholic  Doctors 
of  the  time,  and  I  hold  that  this  truth  is  certain  of  faith,  et  censeo 
esse  rem  de  fide  certam"  And  in  his  treatise  "De  Eeligione," 
ix.  1,  3,  c.  4,  n.  5,  speaking  of  the  Bull  of  Gregory  XIII.,  "  As- 
cendente  Domino,"  by  which  it  is  declared  that  simple  vows 
constitute  a  true  religious  state,  he  says  that  the  truth  of  this 
definition  is  "  altogether  infallible,  so  that  it  cannot  be  denied 
without  error.  The  reason  is,  because  the  sentence  of  the  Pontiff 
in  things  which  pertain  to  doctrine  contains  infallible  certainty 
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"by  the  institution  and  promise  of  Christ,  '  I  have  prayed  for 
thee."'  Afterwards  he  adds:  "  The  providence  of  Christ  our 
Lord  over  His  Church  would  be  greatly  diminished  if  He  should 
permit  His  Vicar,  in  deciding  such  questions  ex  cathedra,  to  fall 
into  error." 

The  great  Tolet  says  :  "  The  Eoman  Pontiff  cannot  err  in  a 
judgment  as  to  faith  and  morals,  and  this  conclusion  must  not 
be  accepted  as  a  simple  opinion,  for  the  conclusion  opposed  to 
it  is  a  manifest  error  of  faith."  From  these  quotations  it  is 
manifest  that  the  great  schools  of  Theology,  which  represented 
and  expressed  the  mind  of  the  Church, were  well  nigh  unanimous 
in  holding  and  teaching  the  doctrine  of  the  inerrancy  of  the  Su 
preme  Pontiff.  The  great  Universities,  also,  of  Europe  —  those 
great  centres  of  thought  and  genius — viz.,  those  of  Sorbonne,  of 
Louvain,  of  Cologne  and  Salamanca,  all  solemnly  professed  the 
same  doctrine.  Sardagna  and  Tournely  bear  witness  that  during 
the  eighteenth  century  all  the  Catholic  "U  niversities,  if  we  except 
a  few  members  in  some,  defended  Papal  Infallibility  in  matters  of 
faith.  It  follows,  from  all  this,  that  Gallicanism,  or  the  theory 
which  denies  Papal  Infallibility,  is  a  mere  innovation,  modern 
in  point  of  time,  and  extremely  limited  in  the  number  of  its 
adherents — an  innovation,  too,  which  has  been  implicitly  con 
demned  by  the  Holy  See,  as  the  following  facts  will  testify  : — 
In  1479,  Sixtus  IV.  condemned  the  following  proposition  of 
Peter  of  Osime  :  "  The  Church  of  the  City  of  Eome  can  err." 
The  contradictory  of  this  is  true,  namely,  that  the  Church  of  the 
City  of  Rome  is  infallible.  But  how  could  it  be  infallible  if  its 
Pontiff  were  fallible  ? 

Pius  VI.,  in  the  Bull  "Auctorcm  ficlei"  condemned  as 
rasli,  scandalous,  and  greviously  injurious  to  the  Holy  See,  the 
adoption  by  the  Synod  of  Pistoria  of  the  Gallican  articles  which 
deny  Papal  Infallibility. 

Alexander  VIII.,  in  1690,  by  a  decree  which  is  still  in  force, 
condemned  thirty-one  propositions  and  pronounced  excommu 
nication  against  any  one  who  should  maintain  or  put  them  in, 
practice.  The  29th  is  as  follows:  "The  authority  of  the  Roman 
Pontiff  over  a  council,  and  his  infallibility  in  determining 
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questions  of  faith,  is  a  futile  and  frequently  refuted  assertion." 
The  contradictory  of  this  is  certain,  and  is  a  Catholic  truth.  We 
cannot,  therefore,  be  surprised  that  even  in  its  palmiest  days 
Gallicanism  had  but  a  very  slippery  foothold  in  Catholic 
France,  and  that  the  Gallican  propositions  were  registered  on 
the  books  of  the  University  of  Sorbonne  at  the  point  of  the 
bayonet — the  whole  faculty,  with  but  few  exceptions,  protesting. 


THE  TESTIMONY  OF  CANONIZED  SAINTS. 
Canonized  Saints,  among  whom  we  may  mention  St.  Bernard, 
St.  Thomas  of  Canterbury,  St.  Thomas  of  Aquin,  St.  Bonaven- 
ture,  St.  Francis  of  Sales,  St.  Vincent  de  Paul,  and  St.  Alphonsus, 
have  unanimously  held  and  taught  the  doctrine  of  Papal  iner 
rancy.  Now,  the  Saints  are  in  an  especial  manner  the  living 
temple  of  God,  inhabited  and  illumed  by  the  Eternal  spirit  of 
truth.  We  may,  therefore,  safely  assert  that  their  unanimous 
teaching  in  a  matter  of  divine  law  can  be  none  other  than  the 
expression  of  the  spirit  of  God,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down 
by  Melchior  Canus:  "Consensus  sanctorum,  sensus  spiritus  sancti 
est"  "The  unanimous  consent  of  the  Saints,  is  the  thought  or 
sentiment  of  the  Holy  Ghost." 


The  very  attitude  of  civil  governments,  and  of  the  secular 
and  infidel  press,  in  regard  to  this  doctrine,  is  a  strong  presump 
tive  proof  in  its  favor.  The  world,  we  know,  is  the  enemy  of 
God,  and  therefore  of  his  Church.  Its  aims  and  objects,  its 
spirit  and  maxims,  are  directly  opposed  to  the  Kingdom  of  Jesus 
Christ.  It  has  its  instincts  and  .  keen  appreciation  of  what  is 
calculated  to  thwart  its  ungodly  career,  and  to  save  humanity 
from  the  wiles  of  the  devil  and  the  vicious  propensities  of  the 
flesh ;  and  hence  its  opposition  to  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infalli 
bility  is  a  strong  presumption  that  this  doctrine  is  true,  that  it 
is  at  the  Side  of  Jesus,  and  will  powerfully  contribute  to  the 
progress  of  the  Church  and  to  the  Glory  of  God.  Can  any  sane 
man  believe  that  if  the  doctrine  were  false,  if  its  definition 
would  injure  the  Church  of  Christ,  the  enemies  of  that  Church 
who  pant  most  ardently  for  its  downfall,  would  denounce  this 
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doctrine  and  its  definition  so  heartily  as  they  do?  Did  not  the 
world  dress  the  Incarnate  Wisdom  in  the  garb  of  a  fool  and 
parade  Him  as  such  through  the  streets  of  Jerusalem  ?  Was 
not  the  wisdom  of  the  Gospel  always  a  folly  to  the  world  ?  Did 
not  Christ  foretell  that  this  persecution  of  mockery  and  scorn 
that  is  now  directed  against  the  prerogatives  of  His  Vicar  would 
always  rage  against  the  Church,  when  he  said,  "If  they  have 
called  the  good  man  of  the  house  Beelzebub,  how  much  more 
them  of  his  household  ?" — (Matthew  X.  25.)  This  prediction 
is  every  day  fulfilled 'to  the  letter.  A  man  may  reject  every 
doctrine  revealed  by  the  Son  of  God;  he  may  believe  with 
Darwin  that  our  ancestors  were  apes,  or  that  all  created  beings 
sprang  from  a  molecule ;  he  may  become,  if  he  will,  an  A  theist, 
and  the  world  is  silent,  or  it  may  applaud  him  as  an  original 
and  independent  thinker.  But  let  him  become  a  Catholic, 
let  him  avow  his  belief  in  the  Church  of  Christ,  and  forthwith, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  Marquis  of  Ripon,  he  is  assailed  by  the 
press  with  a  rage  and  fury  truly  satanic  ;  he  is  denounced  as  a 
traitor  to  his  sovereign  and  a  slave  to  a  foreign  despot ;  he  is 
declared  to  have  "renounced  his  mental  and  moral  freedom," 
and  to  have  become  the  "willing  victim"  of  a  degrading  super 
stition.  Thus  the  world  is  true  to  itself,  to  its  aims  and  its 
instincts,  and  is,  to-day,  as  truly  as  it  was  in  the  days  of  St. 
John,  the  enemy  of  God  and  of  his  Church ;  hence  the  wild  fury 
of  its  attacks  on  the  Doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  is  a  strong 
presumptive  proof  that  this  doctrine  is  indeed  of  God,  and  that 
its  definition  is  the  work  ot  the  Holy  Ghost.  Catholics  should, 
therefore,  pay  but  little  heed  to  what  is  said  or  published 
against  this  truth  of  faith,  but  following  the  advice  of  the  be 
loved  disciple,  should  "try  these  spirits  if  they  be  of  God;"  and 
the  test  by  which  to  try  whether  they  be  of  God  or  not  is  the 
following,  laid  down  by  the  same  beloved  Apostle:  "Every 
spirit  that  dissolveth  Jesus  (and  they  do  so  who  rob  his  Vicar 
of  his  prerogatives)  is  not  of  God.  And  this  is  Antichrist,  of 
whom  you  have  heard,  that  he  cometh  and  he  is  now  already  in 
the  world.  You  are  of  God,  little  children,  and  have  overcome 
him  because  greater  is  he  that  is  in  you  than  he  that  is  in  the 
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world.  They  are  of  the  world,  therefore  of  the  world  they 
speak,  and  the  world  heareth  them.  We  are  of  God ;  (that  is  the 
Apostles  and  the  Catholic  Bishops,  their  successors;)  he  that 
knoweth  God  heareth  us;  he  that  is  not  of  God  heareth  us  not. 
By  this  we  'know  the  spirit  of  truth  and  the  spirit  of  error" — (St. 
John,  1st  Epist.,  IV.  chap.,  1  to  6  v.)  There  are  many  other  ar 
guments,  historical  and  theological,  which  could  be  adduced  in 
favor  of  this  doctrine,  but  we  feel  that  our  dissertation  has 
been  already  drawn  to  a  great  length.  The  arguments  which 
we  have  adduced  are  sufficiently  strong  and  numerous  to 
establish  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt  that  the  Doctrine  of 
Papal  Infallibility  is  a  revealed  truth;  that  it  is  contained  in  the 
deposit  of  faith,  confided  by  Jesus  to  the  guardianship  of  his 
Church,  and  that  in  the  language  of  Suarez,  "  It  is  a  truth  cer 
tain  of  faith" — rem  defide  certain  ;  and  therefore  properly  defined 
by  the  Church." 


SUMMAKY  AND  CONCLUSION. 

And  now  we  must  bring  this  imperfect  essay  to  a  close.  We 
have  traced  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  from  the  days  in 
which  our  blessed  Lord  walked  in  the  flesh;  from  that  early 
period  when  the  Church  was  in  her  infancy;  "when  as  yet  the 
smoke  of  sacrifice  rose  from  the  Pantheon,  and  leopards  and 
tigers  bounded  in  the  Eoman  amphitheatre;"  through  all  the 
vicissitudes  of  the  Church;  through  the  days  of  her  sorrows  and 
persecutions,  as  well  as  through  those  in  which  the  sun  of 
peace  and  prosperity  shone  upon  her ;  when  her  children  were 
in  chains,  as  well  as  when  they  enjoyed  the  mastery  of  the 
world.  We  have  seen  it  interwoven  like  threads  of  gold  with 
the  whole  history  of  the  Church  ;  we  have  found  it  inserted  in 
her  constitution  liKe  the  sun  in  the  heavens — the  central  doc 
trine  around  which  the  whole  religious  world  has  revolved.  In 
looking  back  through  the  past  we  see  a  bright  chain  of  Pontiffs 
linking  age  to  age,  and  century  to  century,  uniting  St.  Peter, 
preaching  with  infallible  certitude  to  the  multidues  on  the  day 
of  Pentecost,  with  Pius  IX.,  proclaiming  with  the  same  divine 
prerogative  the  doctrines  of  salvation  in  the  Eternal  City.  As 
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a  river  rising  in  a  distant  land  flows  ever  onward  through  many 
a  winding  valley  and  many  a  broad  plain,  fertilizing  and  beau 
tifying  the  countries  through  which  it  flows,  until  it  loses  itself 
at  last  in  the  shoreless  sea,  even  so  have  we  seen  this  bright 
stream  of  doctrine  gushing  from  the  fountain  of  divine  truth 
and  flowing  down  through  the  ages,  fertilizing  and  beautifying 
with  the  waters  of  saving  faith,  the  pastures  on  which  feed  the 
lambs  and  sheep  of  the  fold. 

We  have  asked  the  ancient  fathers  what  their  belief  was,  as 
well  as  that  of  their  times,  in  this  matter,  and  from  their  elo 
quent  pages,  in  which  they  still  live  an  imperishable  life,  they 
proclaim  that  the  Pope  is  infallible.  In  words  that  will  not 
perish  they  bid  us  go  to  Eome,  there  to  learn  with  infallible 
certainty  from  Peter,  the  oracles  of  God.  From  men  who  lived 
in  the  Apostolic  age,  when  the  faith  of  Jesus  was,  even  in  the 
estimation  of  Protestants,  pure  and  bright  like  gold  just  from 
the  mint ;  from  those  whose  genius  and  whose  sanctity  shed  an 
undying  lustre  on  their  age;  men  who  lived  for  God  and 
humanity,  many  of  whom  died  the  martyr's  death,  and  now 
wear  the  martyr's  crown,  we  learn  that  unless  we  be  united 
with  Rome  in  faith  we  are  aliens  from  the  house  of  God ;  we 
are  outcasts  from  the  home  of  the  soul ;  we  are  in  the  same 
position  as  were  those  who  in  the  days  of  the  flood  had  no  place 
in  the  ark.  We  turn  to  the  General  Councils,  those  august 
embodiments  of  the  wisdom,  the  learning,  and  the  sanctity  of 
their  times,  and  which  flame  out  like  beacon  lights  in  their 
respective  ages,  and  they  have  told  us  that  Peter  speaks  in  the 
Supreme  Pontiff;  that  the  Pope  is  the  centre  of  unity,  the  oracle 
of  truth,  and  the  universal  teacher  of  mankind.  We  asked  the 
Canonized  Saints,  in  whose  bodies  the  life  of  Jesus  was  mani 
fested,  who  were  in  an  especial  manner  the  temples  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  and  whose  instinct  of  the  true  and  good  was  unerring, 
and  with  one  voice  they  inform  us  the  Pope  is  infallible.  We 
interrogated  the  Popes  themselves;  we  asked,  Did  you,0  Supreme 
Pontiffs,  possess  the  consciousness  of  this  august  prerogative  ? 
and  they  all  exclaimed  by  their  words  and  acts  that  they  were 
charged  with  the  commission  of  feeding  the  sheep  and  the  lambs 
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of  Christ's  fold  with  saving  doctrines  ;  that  they  are  the  rock  on 
which  the  Everlasting  Church  is  built,  and  that  in  the  matter 
of  doctrinal  teaching  the  gates  of  hell  have  never  prevailed 
against  them.  We  have  seen  that  the  schoolmen,  too,  with  one 
accord,  have  proclaimed  this  doctrine.  The  Prelates  of  the 
Church  of  to-day,  those  who  so  nobly  bear  the  burthen  of  the 
day,  and  the  heats,  have,  as  well  in  Provincial  Synods  as  in  the 
Council  of  the  Vatican,  solemnly  expressed  their  unshaken 
belief  in  Papal  Infallibility.  Thus  the  voice  of  the  living- 
Church,  in  the  present  as  in  the  past,  bids  us  hold  that  this 
doctrine  is  true  and  revealed  of  God.  Hence  the  Supreme 
Pontiff,  with  the  approbation  of  the  sacred  Ecumenical  Council 
of  the  Vatican,  has  denned  this  doctrine  to  be  a  dogma  divinely 
revealed,  and  therefore  to  be  held  as  of  faith  by  all.  In  the 
first  dogmatic  constitution  on  the  Church  of  Christ,  promulgated 
in  the  fourth  session  of  the  Holy  Ecumenical  Vatican  Council, 
the  Holy  Father  says :  "  Therefore  faithfully  adhering  to  the 
"  tradition  received  from  the  beginnnig  of  the  Christian  faith,  for 
'  the  glory  of  God  our  Saviour,  the  exaltation  of  the  Catholic 
"  religion  and  the  salvation  of  Christian  people,  with  the 
"  approbation  of  the  sacred  Council,  we  teach  and  define  it  to  be 
"  a  dogma  divinely  revealed,  that  when  the  Koman  Pontiff  speaks 
"  ex  cathedra,  that  is,  when  in  the  discharge  of  the  office  of  pastor 
"  and  teacher  of  all  Christians,  by  virtue  of  his  Supreme  Apos- 
"  tolic  authority,  he  defines  that  a  doctrine  regarding  faith  or 
"  morals  is  to  be  held  by  the  Universal  Church ;  he  enjoys  by 
( the  divine  assistance  promised  to  him  in  blessed  Peter,  that 
"infallibility,  with  which  the  Divine  Eedeemer  willed  His 
"  Church  to  be  endowed,  in  defining  a  doctrine  regarding  faith 
"  or  morals,  and  that  therefore  such  definitions  of  the  Koman 
"  Pontiff  are  irreformable  of  themselves  and  not  from  the  consent 
"  of  the  Church ;  but  if  any  one — which  may  God  forbid — 
"  presume  to  contradict  this  our  definition,  let  him  be  anathema." 


APPENDIX 


ON  THE  QUESTION  OF  CIVIL  ALLEGIANCE  AS  AFFECTED  BY  THE  TEACHINGS  OF 

THE  CATHOLIC  CHURCH,  AND  NOTABLY  BY  THE  DOCTRINE  OF  PAPAL 

INFALLIBILITY;    OR,  IN  GLADSTONE'S  WORDS,   "BY 

THE  VATICAN  DECREES." 


It  is  a  remarkable  characteristic  of  error,  that  it  is  incessantly  shifting 
the  basis  of  its  attacks  on  the  citadel  of  divine  truth — the  Catholic  Church. 
At  one  time  she  (the  Church)  is  denounced  as  the  ally  of  despots  and  the 
sworn  enemy  of  popular  rights  ;  at  another  time  she  is  stigmatized  as  the 
adversary  of  social  order,  and  as  a  vast  conspiracy  against  the  rights  of  sov 
ereigns  and  the  stability  of  thrones.  She  is,  in  a  word,  a  gigantic  chameleon, 
changing  her  colors  when  she  likes;  at  one  time  menacing  human  freedom,  at 
another,  sapping  the  foundations  of  civil  authority  :  now  crushing  under  foot 
popular  rights,  and  again  undermining  kingly  thrones.  There  is  nothing 
novel,  however,  in  this  characteristic  of  error.  Our  Blessed  Lord  called 
attention  to  it  long  ago,  when  He  said  to  the  Jews — "John  came  neither 
eating  nor  drinking,  and  they  say  he  hath  a  devil.  The  Son  of  Man  came, 
eating  and  drinking,  and  they  say,  Behold  a  man  that  is  a  glutton  and  a  wine- 
drinker,  a  friend  of  publicans  and  sinners."  And  so  it  is  ;  truth  shall  ever 
be  misrepresented  and  calumniated  by  error. 

It  is  just  now  the  fashion  to  accuse  the  Church  of  being,  because  of  her 
doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility,  no  friend  of  Ctesar,  and  of  being  the  enemy  of 
the  duty  of  civil  allegiance.  The  same  accusation  was  made,  centuries  ago, 
against  the  divine  Founder  of  the  Church,  and  with  the  same  disregard  of 
truth.  Our  Lord  was  accused  of  sedition  and  treason,  and  the  savage  mob, 
maddened  by  the  "political  expostulations"  of  their  leaders,  cried  out  to 
Pilate, — "If  you  do  not  put  this  man  to  death,  you  are  not  the  friend  of 
Cajsar,  for  we  have  found  him  perverting  our  nation,  and  forbidding  to  give 
tribute  to  Cresar,  and  saying  that  he  is  king;  and  whosoever  maketh  himself 
king,  speaketh  against  Caesar."  On  this  false  and  wicked  pretence  the  Son  of 
God  was  crucified ;  and  so  those  who  wish  to  crucify  God's  Church  in  England, 
falsely  say,  in  their  "  political  expostulations,"  that  she  is  found  perverting 
the  nation  and  forbidding  civil  allegiance  to  be  given  to  the  sovereign.  To 
read  the  publications  of  the  non-Catholic  press  on  this  matter,  one  would  be 
led  to  believe  that  the  state  has  a  right  to  be  obeyed  in  all  things,  and  that  it 
is  downright  treason  to  refuse  to  do  so.  More  unchristian  and  slavish  language 
was  never  uttered.  The  state  has  a  strict  right  to  the  obedience  of  its  people 
within  its  own  sphere,  but  not  beyond  it.  Our  Lord  drew  the  distinction  for 
all  time  when  He  said — "  Render  to  Ca?sar  the  things  that  are  Caesar's,  and  to 
God,  the  things  that  are  God's. "—(St.  Matthew,  22  c.,  21  T.)  According  to 
Catholic  theologians,  there  are  two  distinct  powers  in  the  world,  the  temporal 
and  the  spiritual,  each  having  its  own  sphere,  its  own  end,  and  its  own  mode- 
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•of  operation.  Both  powers  are  ordained  by  God,  and  the  respective  authority, 
inherent  in  each,  is  derived  from  God.  The  primary  end  of  the  temporal 
order  is  the  temporal  welfare,  security  and  peace  of  civil  society,  and  of  each 
member  of  society,  as  far  as  that  can  be  reached  ;  but  man  is  a  compound 
being,  a  child  of  eternity,  as  well  as  of  time;  an^,  having  an  immortal  soul, 
looks  forward  to  higher  and  eternal  destinies.  The  spiritual  order  has  for  its 
primary  and  direct  object  the  eternal  well-being  and  salvation  of  men;  and 
to  the  attainment  of  this  object  are  its  functions  solely  and  primarily  directed. 
The  two  orders  are,  therefore,  distinct,  and  should  move  through  distinct 
spheres,  towards  the  realization  of  their  objects.  So  long  as  the  state,  or 
temporal  order,  confines  its  operations  within  its  own  sphere,  it  has  a  perfect 
right  to  the  obedience  and  loyalty  of  its  members .  It  is  within  this  sphere, 
in  the  language  of  St.  Paul,  an  ordinance  of  God,  and  they  who  resist  it  pur 
chase  to  themselves  damnation. — (Rom.,  13  c.,  2  v.)  But  when  the  state, 
stepping  beyond  its  sphere,  invades  the  domain  of  religion,  and,  by  a  sacri 
legious  intrusion,  violates  the  sanctuary  of  the  conscience,  then  its  usurpations 
must  be  resisted  and  its  unjust  claims  repudiated. 

This  is  the  teaching  of  Christ,  who  broke  forever  the  yoke  of  Pagan 
slavery  and  set  the  human  conscience  free.  Hence,  when  the  civil  authorities 
forbade  St.  Peter  to  preach  Christ  and  His  doctrines,  he  at  once  replied  that 
he  could  not  obey  their  unjust  sentence,  adding  that  -it  was  better  to  obey  God 
rather  than  man .  Hence,  the  early  Christians  suffered  exile,  imprisonment 
and  death  itself,  rather  than  obey  the  state  which  required  of  them  to  apos 
tatize  from  the  faith.  The  state,  we  repeat,  is  the  ordinance  of  God  within 
its  own  sphere,  but  when  it  makes  laws  which  are  opposed  to  the  laws  of  God, 
it  must  not  be  obeyed  in  this  respect,  for  such  laws  are  not  Jaws  at  all,  but 
outrages  on  the  Christian  conscience.  When  the  Pagan  gladiators  passed 
before  the  throne  of  Caesar  in  the  Roman  amphitheatre,  on  their  way  to 
bloodshed  and  slaughter,  they  bowed  their  heads  and  exclaimed, — "Ave 
Ccesar,  morlturl  te  salutant  ! "  "Hail,  0  Ceesar,  the  dying  salute  thee  !' 
This  was  the  cry  of  men  who  were  enslaved  in  soul  and  body  by  the  rule  of 
Ca3sar,  and  who,  on  their  way  to  a  violent  and  bloody  death,  in  order  to  make 
a  Roman  holiday,  crouched  obsequiously  to  the  tyrant  who  condemned  them 
to  an  unjust  doom.  When  the  martyrs  of  Christ  were  paraded  in  the  same 
arena  to  suffer  death  for  the  faith,  they  possessel  their  souls  in  Christian 
freedom,  and,  as  they  passed  the  throne  of  Ceesar,  said, — "  Caesar,  Deus  te 
judicabit."  "0  Caesar,  God  will  judge  thee."  This  was  the  cry  of  men 
whom  Christ  made  free  indeed. 

Now,  this  is  the  spirit  which  has  ever  animated  the  Church.  She  is  at 
once  the  friend  of  order  and  of  well-regulated  liberty.  She  is  the  mother  of 
a  civilization,  in  which,  so  long  as  the  peoples  obeyed  her  voice,  there  reigned 
authority  without  despotism,  and  liberty  without  license.  The  state  which 
does  not  want  to  usurp  the  things  which  belong  to  God,  and  that  rules  with 
justice,  has  its  best  friend  in  her.  It  has  certainly  more  to  fear  from  the 
operation  of  the  Protestant  principle  of  private  judgment  than  from  the  Ca- « 
tholic  principle  of  authority  ;  for  whilst  the  latter  is  necessarily  the  friend  of 
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order,  social  as  well  as  religious,  the  former,  when  applied  either  to  religion  or 
social  polity,  must,  from  its  very  nature,  lead  to  disintegration  and  anarchy. 
Says  Hallam,  a  Protestant  historian  : — "The  most  striking  effect  of  the  first 
preaching  of  the  Reformation  was,  that  it  appealed  to  the  ignorant,  and  though 
political  liberty  cannot  be  reckoned  the  aim  of  those  who  introduced  it,  yet 
there  predominated  that  revolutionary  spirit  which  loves  to  witness  destruction 
for  its  own  sake,  and  that  intoxicated  self-confidence  which  renders  folly  mis 
chievous."— (History  of  Literature,  vol.  I.,  p.  192.)  Hence,  it  is  not  a  matter 
of  surprise  that  one  of  the  first  fruits  of  the  principle  of  private  judgment  pro 
claimed  by  Luther  was  a  Communistic  war  waged  by  the  Anabaptists  and 
peasants  of  Germany,  during  which  more  than  a  hundred  thousand  men  fell 
on  the  field  of  battle,  seven  cities  were  destroyed,  monasteries  were  razed  to 
the  ground,  churches  burned,  and  pillage,  burning  and  slaughter  did  their 
frightful  work  of  havoc  and  destruction. 

Macauly  institutes  a  comparison  between  the  Reformation,  and  the  French 
Revolution — the  one  was  a  revolution  in  religion,  the  other  in  politics,  but 
both  were  the  outcome  of  the  Protestant  principle  of  private  judgment.  "  The 
only  event,"  he  says,  "  of  modern  times  which  can  be  properly  compared  with 
the  Reformation  is  the  French  Revolution  ;  or,  to  speak  more  accurately,  that 
great  revolution  of  political  feeling  which  took  place  in  almost  every  part  of 
the  civilized  world  during  the  eighteenth  century,  and  which  obtained  in 
France  its  most  terrible  and  signal  triumph.  Each  of  these  memorable  events 
maybe  described  as  a  rising  up  of  human  reason  against  a  caste." — (Review 
of  Nares's  Memoirs  of  Lord  Burghley  Miscell,  page  173.)  It  is  then  the  Pro 
testant  principle  of  private  judgment,  and  not  the  Catholic  principle  of 
authority,  that  begets  revolutions,  overturns  thrones,  and  sends  kings  into 
exile  or  to  the  scaffold.  No  ;  the  civil  government  has  nothing  to  fear  from 
the  Church  ;  its  danger  emanates  from  the  very  opposite  direction.  It  is 
Communism  which  in  the  lurid  light  of  its  conflagrations  and  amid  the  wild 
orgies  of  its  unbridled  license,  writes  with  its  spectral  hand  the  doom  of 
modern  states  ;  it  is  at  the  vision  of  this  hand-writing  on  the  wall  that  the 
countenances  of  kings  should  change  and  their  thoughts  trouble  them.  Now 
Communism  is  political  Protestantism,  for  it  is  the  application  of  the  principle 
of  private  judgment  to  civil  government,  social  order  and  the  rights  of  pro 
perty.  It  may  be  said  that  Communism  has  invaded  Catholic  countries,  and 
has  therein  more  fully  displayed  its  diabolical  character.  Granted;  but  it  has 
invaded  and  flourished  in  those  countries  in  spite  of  the  Catholic  principle 
which  condemns  it,  and  not  because  of  it.  The  flood  of  burning  lava  that 
flows  from  the  crater  of  a  volcano  is  the  direct  issue  of  the  volcano  which 
vomits  it  forth  ;  but  should  it  flow  down  to  the  underlying  villages  and  destroy 
them,  those  villages  will  be  its  victims  and  not  its  generating  cause.  And  so 
it  is  with  the  Catholic  countries  that  are  cursed  by  the  presence  of  Commun 
ism:  they  are  only  its  victims,  but  the  volcano  from  which  it  has  burst  forth 
in  a  wasting,  burning  flood  is  the  Protestant  principle  of  private  judgment. 
We  gladly  admit  that  Protestants  have  no  sympathy  with  the  wickedness  of 
Communism,  but  that  is  because  they  are  better  than  their  principle. 
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In  spite  of  Gladstone's  calumnies,  reiterated  u&nw  ad  nauseam  by  the 
English  secular  press  and  faithfully  echoed  by  our  own,  we  affirm  that  kings 
and  states  have  nothing  to  fear  from  the  Church  and  her  infallible  Popes,  for 
civil  allegiance  is  a  duty  strenuously  inculcated  by  both.  Says  Marshall,  a 
brilliant  English  author, — "If  popes  no  longer  depose  bad  princes  'by  the 
authority  of  Peter, '  there  are  others  who  depose  good  ones  without  any  au 
thority  at  all.  Cromwell  and  his  followers  did  it  in  England,  Mirabeau  and  his 
friends  in  France.  Such  energetic  anti -popes  did  not  object  at  all  to  deposi 
tion,  provided  it  was  inflicted  by  themselves.  They  object  to  it  still  less  now. 
It  has  become  a  habit.  Englishmen  deposed  James  II. ,  after  murdering  his 
father,  and  put  a  Dutchman  in  his  place.  In  other  lands  they  are  always 
deposing  somebody.  The  earth  is  strewn  with  deposed  sovereigns.  Sometimes 
they  depose  one  another,  in  order  to  steal  what  does  not  belong  to  them.  One 
of  them  has  deposed  the  Pope  himself,  at  least  for  a  time,  and  all  the  rest  clap 
their  hands.  They  do  not  see  that  by  this  last  felony  they  have  undermined 
every  thi-one  in  Europe.  Perhaps  in  a  few  years  there  will  not  be  a  king  left 
to  be  deposed.  Since  the  secular  was  substituted  every  where  for  the  spiritual 
authority,  kings  have  fared  badly.  The  Popes  only  rebuked  them  when  they 
did  evil ;  the  mob  is  less  discriminating  ;  and  the  difference  between  the 
deposing  power  of  the  Popes  and  that  of  the  mob  is  this,  that  the  first  used 
it,  like  fathers,  for  the  benefit  of  religion  and  society  ;  the  second,  like  wild 
beasts,  for  the  destruction  of  both." 

"Yet  the  newspapers  tell  us  every  day  that  the  Pope,  prisoner  as  he  is,  is 
the  only  dangerous  tyrant.  They  add,  and  Mr.  Gladstone  lends  them  his 
tiorid  eloquence  to  embellish  the  lie,  that  whoever  is  true  to  him  is  false  to 
Caesar.  The  Jews  used  the  same  argument  against  the  Saviour  whom  they 
crucified.  "  Thou  art  not  Cesar's  friend,"  is  an  old  cry  ;  and  it  is  as  false  now 
as  it  was  then  It  is  trebly  false  when  uttered  by  journalist?!  for  it  is  the 
press,  and  especially  the  English  press,  as  the  nations  of  Europe  have  often 
complained,  which  is  the  apologist  of  every  sedition  in  other  lands,  and  the 
advocate  of  every  revolution.  At  this  hour,  when  they  speak  of  France  or 
Spain,  it  is  with  the  Republic  an  i  its  foul  agents  that  most  of  our  newspapers 
ostentatiously  sympathise;  while  they  have  only  sneers  for  the  defenders  of 
Monarchy,  whom  they  revile,  with  cynical  impudence,  as  "  factious  intriguers 
and  apostles  of  reaction."  They  teach  us,  therefore,  if  we  would  learn  the 
lesson,  that  loyalty,  of  which  they  pretend,  in  the  same  breath,  to  be  the 
only  champions,  is  an  empty  name  ;  and  while  their  own  selected  heroes  are 
successful  rogues  and  convicted  traitors— sordid  schemers  like  Serrano,  or 
impious  mountebanks  like  Garibaldi — they  have  the  insolence  to  ask  Catholics 
who  abhor  treason  as  a  deadly  sin,  and  who  teach  loyalty  by  every  act  of 
their  lives,  how  th&y  can  reconcile  fidelity  to  the  Crown  with  allegiance  to 
the  Holy  See.  To  such  a  question,  proposed  by  such  men,  we  might  justly 
disdain  to  reply,  but  if  we  must  reply,  we  are  content  to  ask  them,  and 
chiefly  th^ir  great  orator,  Mr.  Gladstone,  whether  it  is  we,  or  his  Liberal 
allies,  who  have  made  revolution  permanent  in  Europe,  who  have  paltered 
with  every  sedition  abroad,  and  therefore  justified  it  at  home  ;  who  have 
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played  fast  and  loose,  from  party  motives  and  personal  ambition,  with  the 
time-honored  institutions  of  England;  or  who  have  destroyed  the  principle 
of  monarchy  in  our  own  land  by  abetting  its  destroyers  in  every  ether  ? 
When  the  least  loyal  men  of  their  age  affect  to  question  our  loyalty,  whose 
hands  are  pure  from  every  stain  of  disaffection,  we  can  only  hope  that  we 
may  not  one  day  be  called  upon  to  give  a  final  proof  of  it.  by  defending  with 
our  hearts  and  hands  the  throne  which  we  love  against  their  treason.  If  we 
should  ever  have  to  fight  in  that  cause,  the  blessing  of  the  Pope  will  go  with 
us  to  the  combat.  He  would  be  on  the  side  of  England's  crown;  on  which 
side  would  Mr.  Gladstone  and  his  friends  be  ?" 

The  annexed  letter,  written  by  "A  Heretic,"  as  he  honestly  signs  him 
self,  has  been  recently  addressed  to  the  Earl  of  Denbigh;  and  as  it  points  out 
very  clearly  indeed,  who  those  are  who  undertake  to  absolve  people  from  their 
civil  allegiance,  it  will  further  illustrate  our  position  in  this  matter,  to  insert  the 
remarks  of  this  sagacious  student  of  history.  He  says  : 

"  MY  LORD, — Having  read  the  Archbishop  of  Westminster's  very  clear 
exposition  of  a  point  in  which  every  true  Catholic  and  every  true  heretic 
must  agree,  namely,  the  impossibility  of  according  an  unlimited  obedience  to 
any  human  authority,  I  am  beginning  to  be  amazed  that  no  Catholic  has 
entered  on  the  practical  question  at  issue.  That  question  is  whether  the 
allegiance  of  subjects,  and,  consequently,  the  peace  of  the  world,  is  more  in 
danger  from  the  fiat  of  the  Pope  or  from  the  undirected  or  misdirected  con 
sciences  of  statesmen  and  individuals.  The  facts  are  all  on  the  side  of  the  Pope. 
He  has  absolved  no  one  from  his  civil  allegiance,  not  even  the  Sardinians  from  their 
allegianc3  to  Victor  Emmanuel,  nor  the  Prussians  from  their  allegiance  to  the 
Emperor  William.  On  the  other  hand,  Victor  Emmanuel  has  absolved  the 
Romans  from  their  allegiance  to  the  Pope-King,  and  the  Emperor  William 
has  absolved  from  their  allegiance  the  subjects  of  the  King  of  Hanover.  Nor 
is  this  ecclesiastical  dispensing  power  usurped  only  by  sovereigns.  When 
Garibaldi  absolved  from  their  allegiance  the  Neapolitans,  who  were  not  even 
in  insurrection  against  their  King,  all  England,  except  Mr.  Disraeli,  united 
to  do  him  honor,  from  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  Mr.  Gladstone,  and 
Lord  (then  Sir  John)  Acton,  to  Mr.  Holyoake,  the  City  Chamberlain,  and 
Colonel  Chambers.  It  may  be  asked  who  absolved  the  Greeks  from  their 
allegiance  to  the  Sultan  ?  Who  absolved  the  Danes  from  their  allegiance  to 
their  lawful  heir,  Prince  Frederic  of  Hesse  ?  Who  absolved  the  Schleswig- 
Holsteiners  from  their  allegiance  to  their  lawful  Duke  ?  Who  absolved  the 
Persians  from  their  allegiance  to  the  lawful  heir  ?  In  none  of  these  cases  can 
the  answer  be — the  Pope.  Whether  in  any  circumstance  the  Pope  has  a 
right  to  absolve  subjects  from  their  allegiance  is  a  matter  on  which  two 
opinions  are  possible.  What  is  incontestable  is:  1.  That  there  is  no  modern 
instance  of  such  an  act  on  the  part  of  the  Pope.  2.  That  when  the  dispensing 
power  was  assumed  by  Garibaldi,  the  act  was  generally  applauded  by  English 
men,  including  Mr.  Gladstone  and  Lord  Acton.  I  do  not  suppose  that  Mr. 
Gladstone  and  Lord  Acton  have  the  slightest  intention  of  revolting  against 
Queen  Victoria,  but  were  they  to  do  so  successfully  they  would  receive  the 
applause  of  the  Revolutionary  party  all  over  the  woild,  and  would  not  forfeit 
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it  if  thereby  they  conferred  on  England  the  blessings  enjoyed  by  France, 
Spain  and  Italy,  named  Liberty,  Fraternity  and  Equality;  that  is  to  say, 
conscription,  financial  deficit  and  the  state  of  siege.  Surely,  my  Lord,  you 
will  not  leave  the  defence  of  the  Pope  to  be  undertaken  by  heretics,  but  will 
embrace  the  opportunity  offered  by  Mr.  Gladstone  of  proving  that  an  English 
Peer  may  be  "  first  a  Catholic  "  without  being  less  an  Englishman  than  those 
who  boast  so  carelessly  of  their  undivided  allegiance. 
I  have  the  honor  to  be,  my  Lord, 

Your  Lordship's  obedient  and  humble  servant, 

A  HERETIC." 

The  following  is  the  teaching  of  the  Popes  on  the  duty  of  civil  allegiance. 
In  placing  before  our  readers  the  following  pronouncement  of  Gregory  XVI. 
in  his  encyclical  "  Mirari  vos,"  on  the  subject  of  "  the  subjection  due  to  civil 
powers,"  we  beg  to  remind  them  of  his  declaration  that  the  words  we  are  to 
quote  contain  an  ex  Cathedra,  and  therefore  an  infallible  definition  on  the 
matter : — 

"But  whereas,"  pronounces  Gregory  XVI.,  "we  have  heard  that  in  popu 
larly  distributed  writings  certain  doctrines  are  promulgated,  whereby  due 
fidelity  and  submission  to  sovereigns  are  overthrown,  and  the  fire  of  rebellion 
everywhere  kindled,  especial  care  must  be  taken  lest  peoples  thereby  deceived 
be  led  from  the  path  of  right.  Let  all  observe  that  (according  to  the  apostle's 
admonition)  '  there  is  no  power  except  from  God,  and  existent  powers  are 
from  God.  Therefore,  he  who  resists  the  power  resists  God's  ordinance,  and 
these  who  resist  incur  damnation. '  Wherefore  both  divine  and  human  laws 
cry  out  against  those  who  labor  by  the  basest  machinations  of  revolt  and 
sedition  to  set  at  nought  their  fidelity  to  their  sovereigns  and  precipitate  them 
from  power.  And  it  was  evidently  for  this  very  reason,  viz. ,  lest  they  should 
pollute  themselves  by  such  foul  sin  (tanta  turpitudine,)  that  the  early  Chris 
tians,  even  while  persecution  was  raging,  are  known  to  have  conferred  great 
service  both  on  the  emperors  and  on  the  security  of  the  empire.  And  they 
most  clearly  proved  this,  not  only  by  fidelity  in  accurately  and  promptly  per 
forming  all  things  commanded  of  them  which  were  not  contrary  to  their 
religion,  but  by  bravery  also  and  by  shedding  their  blood  in  battle.  "Chris 
tian  soldiers,"  says  Augustine,  "  obeyed  the  unbelieving  emperor;  but  when  it 
came  to  the  cause  of  Christ,  they  acknowledged  no  emperor  except  Him  who 
is  in  heaven.  They  distinguished  between  their  eternal  and  their  temporal 
Lord;  and,  at  the  same  time,  for  the  sake^;  of  their  eternal  Lord,  they  sub 
jected  themselves  to  their  temporal."  These  maxims  the  unconquered  martyr 
Maurice,  the  chief  of  the  Theban  legion,  had  placed  before  his  eyes,  when  (as 
St.  Eusebius  relates)  he  thus  answered  the  emperor:  "  We  are  your  soldiers, 
0  Emperor,  but  also  (as  we  freely  confess)  the  slaves  of  God;  and  now  not 
even  the  supreme  necessity  of  life  has  driven  us  into  rebellion.  We  have  our 
arms  in  our  hands,  and  yet  we  resist  not;  because  we  have  thought  it  better 
to  die  than  to  slay."  This  fidelity  of  the  ancient  Christians  towards  their 
sovereigns  shines  forth  more  brightly,  if  we  consider,  with  Tertullian,  that  the 
Chnstians  of  that  time  "  were  not  deficient  in  numbers  or  strength,  had  they 
chosen  to  play  the  part  of  declared  enemies."  "We  are  of  yesterday,"  he 
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says,  "and  we  have  filled  your  whole  land  ;  your  cities,  islands,  fortresses, 
municipalities,  your  very  camp,  your  tribes,  decuries,  palaces,  senate,  forum. 
To  what  war  should  we  have  been  unequal  or  unready,  even  had  we  been 
unequal  in  force,  we  who  so  willingly  encounter  death,  were  it  not  that  accord 
ing  to  our  rule  of  life  it  is  more  lawful  to  be  slain  than  to  slay?  If  so  great  a 
multitude  of  men  as  we  are  had  broken  away  from  you  into  some  remote 
corner  of  the  earth,  the  -loss  of  so  many  citizens  (of  whatever  kind  you  may 
account  them)  would  have  shamed  your  empire,  and  punished  it  by  the  very 
loss  of  numbers.  Beyond  doubt,  you  would  have  been  shocked  at  your 
solitude;  you  would  have  sought  for  subjects  to  govern;  there  would  have 
remained  to  you  more  enemies  than  citizens;  whereas  now  you  have  fewer, 
on  account  of  the  multitude  of  Christians." 

"These  bright  examples  of  immovable  subjection  to  sovereigns,  which 
come  necessarily  from  the  most  holy  precepts  of  the  Christian  religion,  con 
demn  the  detestable  insolence  and  wickedness  of  those  who,  heated  with 
reckless  and  unbridled  desire  of  lawless  liberty,  labor  to  overthrow  and 
eradicate  all  the  rights  of  sovereignties,  and  who  assuredly  will  introduce  real 
slavery  among  peoples  under  the  pretext  of  liberty.  To  this  point  tended 
the  most  wicked  raving  and  machinations  of  Valdenses,  Beghards,  Wickliff- 
ites,  and  other  such  children  of  Belial,  who  were  the  filth  and  ignominy  of 
mankind,  and  were,  on  that  account,  deservedly  anathematized  by  this 
Apostolic  See.  For  no  other  end,  indeed,  do  these  miscreants  exert  all  their 
strength,  except  that  they  may,  with  Luther,  congratulate  themselves  on 
being  '  free  from  every  restraint; '  and  for  the  sake  of  more  easily  and  quickly 
attaining  this  end,  they  most  audaciously  perpetrate  every  enormity." 

Pius  IX.  has  more  than  once  laid  down  the  same  doctrine .  Thus  in  his 
inaugural  Encyclical:—"  Labor  to  inculcate  on  the  Christian  people  due  obe 
dience  and  subjection  to  sovereigns  and  powers,  teaching  (according  to  the 
Apostle's  admonition)  that  there  is  no  power  except  from  God;  that  those 
who  resist  the  power  resist  God's  ordinance  and  so  incur  damnation;  and 
therefore,  that  the  precept  of  obeying  the  (civil)  power  can  by  no  one  be 
violated  without  sin  (citra  piacidum, )  unless  anything  be  haply  commanded 
which  is  opposed  to  the  laws  of  God  and  the  Church." 

This  is  the  doctrine  on  the  duty  of  civil  allegiance  taught  by  the  Popes 
to  the  Catholic  subjects  of  every  state  in  the  world,  in  toto  orbe  terrarum,  and 
to  unsophisticated  people,  to  those  who  are  not  sharp  enough  to  see  a  mean 
ing  in  words  which  they  do  not  contain,  it  seems  to  contain  no  menace  or 
danger  to  the  civil  government,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  seems  very  much  calcu 
lated  to  strengthen  and  sustain  it.  But  methinks  I  hear  some  Gladstonian 
say,  "0,  but  what  about  the  infallibility  of  fthe  Pope?  Will  not  this  horrid 
doctrine  upset  governments,  dethrone  kings,  and  perhaps  plunge  the  world 
into  ruin  and  chaos?  Who  will  save  the  poor,  inoffensive,  weak  governments 
from  this  terrible,  infallible  Pope?"  Please  quiet  your  fears,  good  Gladstonian. 
Hear  the  following  official  pronouncements  of  Cardinal  Antonelli  and  Pius 
IX.  himself  on  the  subject : 

In  a  dispatch  to  Monsignore  Chigi,  Papal  Nuncio  at  Paris,  dated  May  1st, 
1870,  Cardinal  Antonelli  says: — 
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"  Does  it  not  follow  from  the  fact  that  the  Church  has  been  instituted  by 
her  Divine  founder  as  a  true  and  perfect  society,  distinct  and  independent  of 
the  civil  power,  endowed  with  a  triple  authority,  legislative,  judicial,  and 
even  coactive,  that  no  confusion  ensues  in  the  progress  of  human  society,  and 
in  the  exercise  of  the  two  powers  ?  The  competence  of  both  one  and  the  other 
is  clearly  distinct,  and  determined  by  the  end  to  which  it  is  directed.  In 
virtue  of  her  authority,  the  Church  does  not  intrude  herself  in  a  direct  and 
absolute  manner  into  the  constitutive  principles  of  governments;  into  the 
forms  of  civil  institutions;  into  the  political  rights  of  citizens;  into  their  duties 
of  state,  or  into  the  other  matters  referred  to  in  the  note  of  the  Minister.  But 
no  society  can  exist  without  a  sovereign  principle  to  regulate  the  morality  of 
its  acts  and  of  its  laws.  Such  is  the  sublime  mission  that  God  has  confided 
to  His  Church,  with  a  view  to  the  happiness  of  peoples,  and  without  inter 
ference  in  the  discharge  of  these  high  functions  with  the  free  and  prompt 
action  of  governments.  The  Church,  in  fact,  while  inculcating  the  principle 
to  render  to  God  the  things  that  are  God's,  and  to  Cfesar  the  things  that  are 
Cnesar's,  imposes  at  the  same  time  upon  her  children  the  obligation  of  a  con 
scientious  obedience  to  the  authority  of  sovereigns.  But  sovereigns  ought 
also  to  remember  that  if  they  in  any  way  prescribe  laws  in  opposition  to  the 
principles  of  eternal  justice,  to  obey  in  such  a  case  would  be  no  longer  to 
render  to  Ceesar  the  things  that  are  Caesar's,  but  to  rob  God  of  that  which  is 
His  due.  It  is  to  be  hoped,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  Catholic  doctrine, 
receiving  a  new  and  solemn  confirmation  at  the  hands  of  the  Fathers  of  the 
Council  of  the  Vatican,  will  be  received  by  the  faithful  people  as  the  bow  in 
the  heavens,  the  pledge  of  peace,  and  the  harbinger  of  a  better  time.  The  only 
object  of  the  confirmation  of  these  doctrines  is,  in  fact,  to  recall  to  the  con 
sciousness  of  modern  society  the  principles  of  justice  and  of  honesty,  and  thus 
to  restore  to  the  world  that  peace  and  that  prosperity  which  nothing  but  the 
perfect  observance  of  the  divine  law  can  secure." 

The  Holy  Father  himself,  when  addressing  the  Society  for  the  defence  of 
the  Catholic  faith,  on  the  20th  July,  1871,  said  :— 

"  Among  the  questions  which  will  present  themselves  to  you,  one  seems 
to  me  to  be,  at  this  time,  of  great  importance;  it  is,  how  to  defeat  the  attempts 
now  being  made  to  falsify  the  idea  of  Pontifical  Infallibility.  Among  those 
errors,  the  most  malicious  of  all  is  that  which  attributes  to  -it  the  right  of 
deposing  sovereigns,  and  absolving  subjects  from  the  obligations  of  fidelity  to 
them.  This  right,  without  doubt,  was  exercised  at  times,  in  critical  circum 
stances,  by  the  Supreme  Pontiffs;  but  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  Pontifical 
Infallibility.  Neither  is  its  origin  the  Infallibility,  but  the  Pontifical 
authority. 

"  Moreover,  the  exercise  of  this  right,  during  those  centuries  of  faith, 
when  men  reverenced  in  the  Pope  that  which  he  really  is,  namely,  the 
Supreme  Judge  of  Christianity,  and  when  they  acknowledged  the  advantages 
which  result  from  his  tribunal,  in  those  great  contests  of  peoples  and  sover 
eigns,  was  freely  extended  (with  the  aid,  which  was  yielded  as  a  duty,  of  the 
public  right,  and  of  the  universal  consent  of  nations)  to  the  points  of  gravest 
nterest  to  the  states  and  to  their  rulers. 
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"  But  the  present  circumstances  are  very  different  from  those,  and  malice 
alone  could  confound  things  so  diverse,  confusing,  namely,  the  infallible 
judgment  regarding  the  principles  of  revelation  with  the  light  which  the 
Popes  exercised,  in  virtue  of  their  authority,  whenever  the  common  good 
demanded  it." 

This,  of  course,  should  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  save  those  who  are  de 
termined  not  to  be  satisfied.  We  will  conclude  with  the  following  crushing 
reply  of  Archbishop  Manning  to  the  charge  that  the  Vatican  definition  of  1870 
revolutionized  the  relations  of  Church  and  State: — "  I  cannot  doubt  that  the 
public  writers  who  make  these  assertions  believe  them  to  be  true,  but  I  am  at 
a  loss  to  conceive  how  men  of  undeniable  ability,  with  the  facts  of  history 
before  them,  can  make  such  assertions.  The  governments  of  the  world  have 
consciously  framed  all  their  contracts  and  concordats  with  an  infallible 
Church.  The  conditions  on  which  those  relations  of  amity  were  founded, 
were  always  based  upon  the  laws  and  principles  of  an  infallible  Church.  The 
question  as  to  the  seat  of  that  infallibility  is  not  temporal,  or  civil,  or  political, 
or  diplomatic,  or  external,  but  strictly  internal,  domestic  and  theological. 
The  Vatican  definition  has  not  altered,  by  the  shadow  of  a  jot  or  a  tittle,  the 
relations  of  the  civil  powers  of  the  world  to  the  infallibility  of  the  Church. 
To  allege  the  Vatican  definitions  as  a  justification  of  the  Falck  laws,  appears 
to  me  to  be  a  blot  upon  the  good  sense  or  upon  the  candor  of  those  who  allege 
it.  Into  which  of  the  Falck  laws  does  the  infallibility  of  the  Pope  enter? 
No  one  can  pretend  to  believe  that  it  does  into  any.  This  declamation  about 
the  Vatican  Council  and  the  Pope's  infallibility,  appears  to  me  to  be  the 
evidence  of  a  weak  case.  It  is  easy  to  create  a  prejudice  against  the  accused 
when  the  world  hates  him,  and  there  is  a  motive  for  so  doing,  when  the 
witnesses  cannot  agree  together." 


APPENDIX 

B. 

THE  CASE  OF  GALILEO. 

As  the  alleged  ill-  treatment  of  Galileo  by  the  Roman  Inquisition,  is  so 
often  discussed  in  a  sense  both  hostile  and  unjust  to  the  Holy  See,  and  is  even 
sometimes  cited  against  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility,  we  deem  it  useful 
to  give  here  a  just  and  able  summary  of  the  case,  drawn  up  by  the  brilliant 
author  of  the  "Christian  Missions, "  in  a  recent  reply  to  the  attacks  of  the 
Bishop  of  Ripon  on  the  Catholic  Church. 

"Granted  that  it  is  most  difficult  to  know  the  particulars  of  events  which 
occurred  250  years  ago,  still  there  are  broad  facts  which  any  one  may  learn, 
any  one  who  will  take  the  trouble  to  do  so.  Let  us  trace  the  broad  facts  as 
to  Galileo. 

"1.  It  is  to  Rome  that  we  are  mainly  indebted  for  what  is  called  the 
Copernican  theory.  It  was  a  Roman  Cardinal,  Nicolas  of  Susa,  who  is  be 
lieved  to  have  first  publicly  broached  it,  and  who  was  rewarded  for  his  labors 
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by  the  Pope.  Forty  years  later  came  Copernicus,  who  delivered  lectures  in 
Rome  by  command  of  Leo  the  Tenth,  held  a  conspicuous  professional  chair, 
and  published  his  treatise  on  the  heliocentric  theory  by  the  command  of,  and 
by  the  aid  of,  Paul  the  Third.  This  work  went  forth  to  the  world,  bearing 
the  written  sanction  of  the  Pope.  Galileo  was  a  Tuscan.  In  his  day  the 
Copernican  theory  was  taught  in  the  lectures  of  the  Roman  College,  and  also 
in  the  Sapienza,  the  Pope's  own  University.  But  the  ignorant  populace— not 
the  Pope,  nor  the  Cardinals,  nor  the  wise  men  in  the  Church — took  scandal  at 
a  theory  which  apparently  contradicted  certain  very  plain  statements  of  Scrip 
ture.  And  now  Galileo  made  his  ruinous  mistake.  Copernicus  had  been  con 
cent  to  confine  himself  to  science  ;  but  Galileo  must  prove  his  theory  from 
Scripture.  He  was  warned  off  such  ground  by  authority.  A  friend  of  Pope 
Urban  the  Eighth  wrote— by  command  of  that  Pontiff— to  entreat  Galileo  to 
desist  :  'You  ought  not  to  travel  out  of  the  limits  of  physics  and  mathematics  ; 
you  should  confine  yourself  to  such  reasoning  as  Ptolemy  and  Copernicus 
used.  Theologians  maintain  that  the  interpretation  of  Scripture  is  their  own 
particular  care. '  But  Galileo  would  force  the  Inquisition  to  pronounce  judg 
ment  on  the  Scripturalness  of  his  theory.  He  was  again  entreated  to  desist, 
in  the  most  friendly,  even  affectionate  terms.  He  promised  to  leave  Snrip- 
ture  alone.  He  subsequently  broke  that  promise  in  the  most  impetuous,  even 
insolent  manner.  Meanwhile  Pope  Urban  the  Eighth  was  elevating  to  the 
very  highest  positions  those  who  held  the  Copernican  theory  ;  and  among 
them  Galileo  himself,  who  received  a  pension  as  a  reward  for  his  labors. 

"2.  It  was  solely  out  of  reverence  to  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  to  avoid 
giving  scandal  to  the  weak,  that  Galileo  was  punished  at  all ;  and  were  it  not 
that  hatred  of  Popery  is  stronger  than  the  love  of  the  Bible  in  the  hearts  of 
the  majority  of  Protestants,  they  would  applaud  the  Church  for  her  conduct. 
To  show  that  the  Church  was  not  singular  in  wishing  to  ward  off  the  scandal, 
it  may  be  mentioned  that  when  Kepler,  a  German  Protestant,  wrote  a  book 
in  1596  to  vindicate  the  Copernican  system,  and  submitted  it  to  the^Protestant 
Academical  Senate  of  Tubingen,  it  was  pronounced  to  be  a  'damnable  heresy;' 
and  he  was  driven  into  a  Catholic  country  to  take  refuge  from  Protestant 
wrath.  We  must  remember,  too,  in  palliation  of  this  course,  that  even 
down  to  the  days  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton  the  Copernican  system  was  not  proved  ; 
and  therefore  the  sense  of  Scripture  might  well  be  held  in  abeyance  in  regard 
of  a  purely  astronomical  point.  True  or  not  true,  the  avoidance  of  scandal  to 
even  one  soul  in  the  Christian  Church  was  of  far  more  importance  in  the 
eyes  of  good  men  than  all  astronomical  points  put  together. 

"  3.  The  Pope  did  not  issue  a  "dogma"  on  the  subject;  but  the  Council  of 
the  Inquisition  passed  a  disciplinary  judgment,  to  counteract  the  irreverence 
of  Galileo.  To  understand  this  it  must  be  known  that  (1)  the  Pope  is  not 
infallible  on  astronomy,  and  therefore  could  not  teach  ex  cathedra  upon  it. 
Neither  in  regard  of  an  astronomical  theory,  nor  of  the  bearing  of  Scripture 
upon  it,  could  the  Pope  affect  to  teach  dogmatically.  The  Pope  is  infallible 
on  faith  and  morals,  but  fallible  on  everything  else  ;  so  that  he  could  not 
teach  infallibly  on  a  point  which  lay  outside  his  judicial  inerrancy.  (2) 
No  judgment  was  given  on  the  true  sense  of  Scripture  ;  only  a  condemnation 


of  Galileo's  special  errors  ;  and  what  these  special  errors  were,  only  they  can 
understand  who  have  read  through  the  whole  of  his  writings.  And  how  many 
moderns  have  clone  this  ?  *  Again,  (3)  the  word  'heresy,'  applied  to  these 
writings,  did  not  mean  theological  heresy.  The  Inquisition  being  first  formed 
to  judge  of  heresy  in  doctrine,  the  word  heresy  was  necessarily  employed  so 
as  to  render  a  process  legal,  and  to  enable  the  'qualifiers'  to  proceed.  This 
word  was  used,  up  to  the  time  of  the  Reformation,  to  convey  any  offence 
against  the  Church  ;  as  where  Martin  Luther,  when  speaking  of  some  prefect 
who  did  not.  pay  tribute  to  the  Pope,  said,  'Such  impertinence  must  always, 
in  the  Pope's  spiritual  law,  be  called  heresy. '  That  Galileo  did  not  think 
himself  condemned,  in  even  so  much  as  the  'scientific'  sense,  is  apparent 
from  his  letter  to  a  friend  :  'The  result  has  not  been  favorable  to  my  enemies; 
because  the  doctrine  of  Copernicus  has  not  been  declared  heretical,  but  only 
as  not  consonant  with  Holy  Scripture  ;'  that  is  with  the  prlma  facie  signifi 
cation  of  Scripture.  The  Pope  also  wrote  :  'The  Copernican  system  is  not 
condemned,nor  is  it  to  be  considered  as  heretical,  but  only  as  rash.'  And  forth 
with  one  of  the  Cardinals,  by  command  of  the  Pope,  issued  a  new  edition  of 
Galileo's  writings  ;  eliminating  the  passages  on  the  Scriptures,  and  reducing 
the  theory  to  hypothesis. 

"4.  As  to  the  punishment  of  Galileo,  so  absurdly  exaggerated  by  adver 
saries,  he  passed  a  week  in  the  Dominican  Convent  of  the  Minerva  in  Rome, 
and  four  months  in  the  Palace  of  the  Tuscan  Ambassador,  his  own  particular 
friend.  'I  have  for  a  prison,'  he  wrote,  in  a  letter  which  is  extant,  'the  de 
lightful  Palace  of  Trinita  di  Monte.'  Subsequently,  he  wrote,  'Afterwards 
they  sent  me  to  my  best  friend,  the  Archbishop  of  Siena,  and  I  have  always 
the  most  delightful  tranquility. '  Later  he  went  to  his  own  villa  in  Florence, 
where  he  died  in  peace  with  the  Church.  So  that  the  clemency  of  the  Church 
in  the  punishment  of  a  rebel,  even  of  one  who  had  caused  great  scandal,  is 
not  less  shown  in  this  story  of  Galileo,  than  is  her  nurture  of  science— apart 
from  theology —  and  her  reverence  in  the  treatment  of  Scripture. " 


APPENDIX 

C. 

• 
THE  ORTHODOXY  OF  POPES  LIBERIUS  AND  HONORIUS. 

The  opponents  of  Papal  Infallibility  are  in  the  habit  of  citing  the  case  of 
two  Popes  as  having  actually  erred  in  matters  of  faith,  and  thereby  proved 
themselves  fallible,  viz. :  Pope  L^berius,  who,  it  is  alleged,  taught  the  heresy 
of  Arianism,  and  Pope  Honorius,  who  is  accused  of  having  fallen  into  the 
error  of  Monothelism.  In  order  to  make  good  their  objection  to  our  thesis, 
our  opponents  must  prove  two  things:  1st,  that  the  aforesaid  Popes  did 
actually  fall  into  heresy;  and  secondly,  that  they,  as  heads  of  the  Church, 
taught  heresy  by  ex  Cathedra  definitions.  Now  we  affirm,  most  positively, 
that  neither  of  these  two  positions  can  be  made  good.  We  make  this  solemn 
affirmation  with  the  proofs  at  hand  to  sustain  it;  but,  of  course,  it  would  be 
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utterly  impossible,  in  a  little  work  like  this,  to  enter  fully  or  satisfactorily 
into  the  historic  proofs  which  vindicate  those  Popes  from  the  untrue  charges 
made  against  them. 

I.  As  to  the  case  of  Liberius: — This  venerable  Pontiff  is  accused  of  hav 
ing  subscribed  an  Arian  formula  of  faith.  We  reply  that  modern  historical 
criticism  has  amply  proved  that  he  did  110  such  thing.  Any  person  wishing 
to  satisfy  himself  fully  on  this  point,  would  do  well  to  consult  the  history  of 
the  Church  by  Rohrbacher.  We  here  give  merely  a  short  summary  of  the 
matter: — 

Pope  Liberius  governed  the  Church  from  A.  D.  352  to  366.  At  this 
period,  the  Arian  heresy,  which  denied  the  divinity  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
excited  a  great  commotion  in  the  Church,  and  gained  many  adherents. 

The  Emperor  Constantius,  who  was,  at  this  time,  on  the  throne,  taking 
'part  in  the  theological  controversies  of  the  day,  sided  zealously  with  the 
Arians,  and  persecuted  with  especial  violence  the  holy  Patriarch  St.  Athan- 
asius,  who  was,  in  fine,  sent  into  banishment;  efforts  being  also  made  to  induce 
the  Pontiff  Liberius  to  join  in  his  condemnation,  as  like  efforts  had  been  made 
for  this  same  purpose  with  his  predecessor  Julius  I.  Calumnies  were  urged 
against  Athanasius,  but  Liberius,  so  far  from  being  entrapped,  assembled  a 
Council  in  Rome,  wherein  it  was  decided  that  the  virtues  of  Athanasius  made 
him  the  admiration  of  the  world,  and  the  answer  of  Liberius  to  the  emperor 
gave  expression  to  the  same  sentiment.  After  this,  the  persecution  grew 
more  violent.  The  emperor  issued  an  edict,  sentencing  to  banishment  all  who 
adhered  to  the  orthodox  Nicene  Creed,  and  especially  those  bishops  who 
refused  to  condemn  St.  Athanasius.  In  the  execution  of  these  decrees  very 
great  severity  was  used,  and  many  Catholics  received  the  crown  of  martyr 
dom  .  Liberius  himself  was  sent  in  exile  to  Berea,  in  Thrace,  and  an  anti- 
pope,  Felix,  was  consecrated  in  the  emperor's  palace;  but  the  people  remained 
throughout  faithful  to  Liberius,  and  would  hold  no  communion  with  the 
usurper;  though,  to  do  the  latter  justice,  we  must  state  that  even  he  adhered 
to  the  Creed  of  Mce,  and  was  irreproachable,  except  in  thus  temporizing  with 
Arians,  and  allowing  himself  to  be  lured  by  the  dazzling  temptations  set 
before  him .  After  about  two  years  of  exile,  Liberius  was  recalled  to  Rome, 
and  the  whole  city  gave  him  a  most  triumphant  reception  on  his  return,  and 
expelled  Felix. 

Surely  tlfese  facts  will  not  allow  the  supposition  that  the  same  Pope 
Liberius  had  just  disgraced  himself  and  the  Church  by  condemning  St. 
Athanasius  and  subscribing  the  errors  of  the  Arians!  Yet  some  there  are 
who  say  that  this  was  the  case,  and  that  it  was  for  so  doing  that  he  was  per 
mitted  to  return.  The  Greek  Menology,  the  authentic  record  of  the  lives  of 
the  saints,  gives,  however,  a  very  different  reason  for  his  restoration.  It 
says: — "Liberius,  for  his  vigor  in  censuring  their  (the  Arians')  impiety,  was 
banished  to  Berea,  in  Thrace.  But  the  Romans,  who  always  remained  true 
to  him,  went  to  the  emperor  and  besought  his  recall.  He  was,  therefore,  on 
this  account,  sent  back  to  Rome,  and  there  ended  his  life  after  a  holy  administra 
tion  of  his  pastoral  charge."  The  accusation  that  Liberius  condemned  Athanasius 
is  surely  sufficiently  refuted  by  the  high  authority  already  quoted.  Indeed, 
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when  we  consider  that  Sozomen,  in  his  circumstantial  history  of  the  entire 
occurrence,  states  that  he  was  urged  by  the  emperor  to  acknowledge  that  the 
Son  was  not  consubstantial  to  the  Father,  but  that  he  signed  a  declaration  "that 
the  Son  was,  in  substance  and  in  all  things,  like  to  the  Father,"  it  is  hard  to 
understand  how  he  could  be  accused  of  Arianism.  It  is  true  that  in  the  par 
ticular  formula  here  spoken  of,  the  word  "consubstantial"  was  omitted,  but 
this  omission  did  not  constitute  the  subscription  to  a  heresy.  The  formula 
spoken  of  here  by  Sozomen  was  strictly  orthodox,  strongly  asserted  Catholic 
doctrine,  and  contained  no  error,  and  therefore  cannot  be  construed  into  a 
proof  against  the  inerrancy  of  the  Popes.  As  to  the  accusation  that 
Liberius  condemned  St.  Athanasius,  we  may  remark  that  the  Arians 
did  not  attempt  to  convict  Athanasius  of  heresy,  they  merely  charged  him  with 
being  a  disturber  of  the  peace,  so  that  doctrine  was  not  in  question  at  all  in 
his  case,  and  therefore,  even  if  the  Pope  had  joined  in  his  condemnation,  it 
would  be  no  argument  against  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility  in  matters 
of  faith  and  morals  when  defined  ex  cathedra . 

But  what  is  the  fact  as  to  the  way  in  which  Athanasius  was  regarded  by 
Liberius  ?  The  holy  Pontiff  called  a  council  in  Rome  (A.  D.  352)  and  laid  before 
the  bishops  the  emperor's  request  that  they  should  condemn  Athanasius  ;  but 
they  unanimously  proclaimed  his  innocence  and  declared,  with  the  approval 
of  Liberius,  thaf,  the  virtue  of  Athanasius  rendered  him  deserving  of  the  ad 
miration  of  the  world.  Quotations  might  be  multiplied  from  St.  Hilary,  St. 
Basil,  St.  Epiphanius,  Cassiodorus,Theodoret,  St.  Athanasius  and  other  writers 
of  the  age,  proving  the  Holy  Pontiff's  innocence  of  the  charges  brought 
against  him,  but  it  would  occupy  too  much  space  to  do  so.  Suffice  it,  there 
fore,  to  say  that  the  few  passages,  from  well  informed  historians,  which  are 
quoted  to  prove  that  he  fell  into  heresy,  were  either  Arian  forgeries  and  inter 
polations  in  the  writings  of  truly  great  men,  or  they  were  written  with  but  an 
imperfect  knowledge  of  a  matter  darkly  shrouded  amid  the  shadows  of  the 
past.  Liberius  we  believe  to  have  been  a  great  and  holy  Pope,  and  we  are 
fully  convinced  that  an  impartial  investigation  into  the  matter  will  sustain 
our  view. 

II.  The  case  of  Pope  Honorius  is  also,  as  we  have  said,  a  favorite  topic 
with  the  opponents  of  the  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility.  The  Monothelite 
heretics  acknowledged  both  the  divinity  and  humanity  of  Christ,  but  they 
denied  his  human  will  and  operation,  maintaining  that  in  him  there  is  but 
one,  viz.  : — The  divine  will. 

Pope  Honorius  was  induced  by  Sergius,  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  to 
believe  that  it  was  best  for  the  peace  of  the  Church  to  impose  silence  on  both 
the  advocates  and  opponents  of  this  doctrine,  and  accordingly  he  did  so,  and 
two  letters  were  written  to  Sergius,  in  which  the  Pope  urges  the  advocates  of 
both  sides  to  silence  ;  but  the  effect  was  rather  to  give  strength  to  the  hereti- 
cal  party,  and  to  discourage  the  orthodox.  The  successors  of  Honorius, 
Severinus,  John  IV.,  and  Theodore,  aware  of  his  mistake,  solemnly  con 
demned  the  new  heresy,  and  in  the  acts  of  the  sixth  General  Council, 
Honorius  is  very  strongly  condemned  for  his  course.  Some  writers  maintain 
that  the  passages  in  the  acts  of  the  Sixth  Council,  wherein  Honoriusis  con- 
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demned,  are  not  authentic.      The   weight   of  evidence  seems  to  us  to  be  in 
favor  of  their  authenticity,  but  we  maintain  : — 

1st.  That  the  letters  of  Honorius  do  not  constitute  an  ex  cathedra  defi 
nition.  2ndly,  That  there  is  in  them  no  doctrinal  error,  and  Srdly,  That  his 
doctrine  was  not  condemned  by  infallible  authority.  If  we  can  sustain  these 
three  propositions,  or  even  the  first  or  second  of  them,  it  will  follow,  that, 
from  the  conduct  of  Honorius,  no  valid  objection  can  be  brought  against  the 
Pope's  Infallibility  when  "teaching  a  doctrine  regarding  faith  or  morals,  to  be 
held  by  the  Universal  Church."  First,  then,  the  letters  of  Honorius  were 
not  utterances  ex  cathedra.  To  be  of  this  character,  a  tenet  of  faith  should 
be  defined,  but  the  letters  in  question  do  not  define  any  tenet,  they  merely 
impose  silence  on  two  contending  parties— and  certainly  the  economy  of  silence 
is  not  a  definition  of  doctrine.  We  are  quite  prepared  to  admit  a  neglect  of 
duty  in  administration,  but  certainly  there  is,  in  the  letters  referred  to,  no 
heterodox  doctrinal  teaching  at  all. 

The  Vatican  decree  declares  the  Pope  to  be  infallible  only  when  he  speaks 
ex  Cathedra,  that  is  to  say,  "  as  exercising  the  office  of  pastor  and  doctor  of 
all  Christians,  defining,  by  virtue  of  his  Apostolic  authority,  a  doctrine, 
whether  of  faith  or  of  morals,  for  the  acceptance  of  the  universal  Church." 
Thus  when  Pope  Pius  IX.  declares,  as  he  does  in  the  decree  defining  infalli 
bility:— "But  if  any  one,  which  may  God  avert,  shall  presume  to  contradict 
this  our  definition,  let  him  be  anathema,"  the  definition  is  pronounced  ex 
Cathedra,  but  there  is  nothing  like  this  in  the  letters  of  Honorius.  In  fact, 
so  far  from  being  ex  Cathedra  definitions,  the  letters  were  evidently  a  portion 
of  a  discussion  on  the  Monothelite  as  opposed  to  the  Catholic  doctrine,  and 
were  written  with  a  view  to  arriving  afterwards  at  a  final  decision.  Therefore 
they  were  not  intended  to  have  the  force  of  an  Apostolic  definition  of  faith. 

In  our  proof  of  the  first  proposition,  we  have  also  proved  the  second, viz., 
that  in  the  aforesaid  Utters  there  was  no  doctrinal  error.  We,  therefore,  pass 
to  the  consideration  of  the  third  proposition,  that  Honorius's  doctrine  was  not 
condemned  by  infallible  authority.  This  proposition  would  not  require  to  be 
proved,  in  order  to  sustain  our  thesis,  because  Papal  Infallibility  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  fact,  even  if  a  Pope  fell  personally  into  error.  It  is  only 
when  he  teaches  as  head  of  the  Church,  and  obliges  the  Church  to  receive 
his  teaching,  that  we  claim  for  him  the  prerogative  of  infallibility;  stiU  it  is 
a  satisfaction  to  know  that  Honorius  did  not  fall  into  heresy,  and  for  this 
reason  we  propose  to  show  precisely  for  what  he  was  worthy  of  condemnation. 

The  Sixth  General  Council,  held  40  years  after  his  death,  pronounces  an 
anathema  against  Honorius.  Some  writers  admit  that  the  condemnation  by 
the  bishops  was  intended  to  imply  that  he  was  really  a  heretic;  but  as  the 
intention  of  the  bishops  does  not  constitute  an  infallible  tribunal  without  the 
confirmation  of  the  Pope,  we  are  to  look  to  the  terms  in  which  the  authority 
of  the  Pope  confirms  the  acts  of  the  Council;  for,  as  Adrian  II.  says,  "No 
bishop  would  have  the  right  of  expressing  any  judgment  on  Honorius  unless 
.the  authority  ot  the  Primatial  See  had  gone  before."  Now  St.  Leo  II.,  in 
confirming  the  anathema  against  Honorius,  expressly  says: — 
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"  We  anathematize  the  inventors  of  the  new  error— Theodore,  Cyrus 
•Sergius,  etc.     Nay  and  Honorius  also;  who  did  not  labor  to  preserve  in  purity 
this  Apostolic  Church  by  the  teaching  of  Apostolic  tradition,  but  by  profane 
betrayal  suffered  the  spotless  to  be  polluted." 

Again,  St.  Leo  asserts,  in  his  litters  to  the  Spanish  bishops  and  to  the 
Spanish  king,  the  same  reason  for  the  condemnation  of  Honorius,  which  he 
gives  in  his  letter  to  the  Greek  emperor. 

"Those  who  fought  against  the  purity  of  Apostolic  doctrine,  and  have 

died,    have  been  punished  by  a  perpetual  condemnation,  that  is,  Theodore 

Cyrus,  &c.,  together  witli  Honorius,  who  did  not  extinguish,  at  its  outset' 

he  flame  of  heretical  dogma  as   became  his  Apostolic  authority,   but    by 

neglecting,  fostered  it. 

"All  the  authors  of  heretical  assertion  were  cast  out  from  the  Church's 
unity-Theodore,  Cyrus,  &c. -and  with  them  Honorius  of  Rome,  who  con 
tented  that  the  undefiled  rule  of  Apostolic  tradition  should  be  denied,  which 
he  received  from  his  predecessors." 

In  fact,  John  IV.,  who  succeeded  to  the  Pontifical  office,  only  two  years 

r  the  death  of  Honorius,  says,    in  a  letter  addressed  to  Constantine 

logonatus:-<<0ur  predecessor  (Honorius)  said  that  there  are  not  in  Jesus 

ist,  as  m  the  sinful  man,  two  contrary  wills,  that  of  the  flesh  and  that  of 

the  .pint;  but  it  is  absolutely  false  that  he  admitted  only  one  will  in  Jesus 

Christ."    Now  this  doctrine  is  quite  orthodox. 

From  these  testimonies   it  is  clear  that  Honorius   was  condemned  fo 
neglecting  to  crush  heresy,  and  not  for  teaching  false  doctrine.       It  is  true  as 
we  have  already  said,  some  Catholic  writers  admit  that  the  eastern  bishops 
asidered  him  guilty  of  heresy;  but  it  was   only  for  neglecting  his  duty  that 
e  infallible  judgment  of  the  Holy  See  condemned  him,  and  even   very  high 
authorities  assert  that  the  bishops  also  intended  no  more  in  their  condemns- 
ion  of  him  than  to  blame  him  for  neglect  of  duty,  as  did  Leo  II. 
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